
COMMISSION MEETING
April 9, 1992 - i0:00 A.M.

Red Lion Hotel
Ballroom #7/8

7450 Hazard Center Drive
San Diego, CA 92108

(619) 297-5466

AGENDA

CALL TO ORDER

FLAG SALUTE

WELCOME TO NEW COMMISSIONERS

o Jody Hall-Esser
o Marcel Leduc

ROLL CALL OF COMMISSION MEMBERS

INTRODUCTIONS

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Approval of minutes of the January 23, 1992 regular
Commission meeting at the Bahia Hotel in San Diego.

CONSENT CALENDAR

B.I Receiving Course Certificate Report

Since the January meeting, there have been 29 new
certifications, 5 decertifications, and 35 modifications.
In approving the Consent Calendar, your Honorable Commission
receives the report.

B.2 Receiving Financial Report - Third Quarter FY 1991/92

B.3

The third quarter financial report will be provided at the
meeting for information purposes. In approving the Consent
Calendar, your Honorable Commission receives the report.

Receiving Information on New Entries Into the POST Regular
IReimbursement) Program

The Modoc County District Attorney’s Office has met the
Commission’s requirements and has been accepted into the
POST Regular (Reimbursement) Program. In approving the
Consent Calendar, your Honorable Commission receives the
report.



B.4 Receivinq Information on New Entries into the Public Safety
Dispatcher Proqram

B.5

Procedures provide that agencies that have expressed
willingness to abide by POST Regulations and have passed
ordinances as required by Penal Code Section 13522 may enter
into the POST Reimbursable Public Safety Dispatcher Program
pursuant to Penal Code Sections 13510(c) and 13525.

In approving the Consent Calendar, your Honorable Commission
notes that since the January meeting, the Benicia Police
Department, the Huron Police Department, and the Merced
Police Departments have met the requirements and have been
accepted into the POST Reimbursable Public Safety DisPatcher
Program. These new entrants bring to 312 the number of
agencies joining the program since it began July i, 1989.

Approvinq Resolution Commendinq Retirinq Advisory Committee
Member Dolores Kan

In approving the Consent Calend~r, your Honorable Commission
adopts a Resolution recognizing the service of Dolores Kan
as a member of the POST Advisory Committee from May 1988 to
April 1992, representing the Women Peace officers’
Association of California (WPOA).

PUBLIC HEARING

C. Receivinq Testimony on the Proposal to Chanqe POST
Requlations to Implement P.C. 832 Course Requalification
Requirements

Penal Code Section 832(a) requires all peace officers
(except those who complete the Basic Course) 
satisfactorily complete an introductory course of training
prescribed by POST. Satisfactory completion of the course
must be demonstrated by passing a POST-approved examination.

With the passage of Commission-supported legislation (Senate
Bill 474), Penal Code Section 832(e) was added, which
requires that any person who successfully completes 832
training, but either: (i) does not become employed as 
peace officer within three years of successful completion of
training; or (2) has a three year or longer break in service
as a peace officer, must "requalify" to exercise the powers
of a peace officer. This may be done by either passing the
same POST-developed or POST-approved tests that are
administered in conjunction with the PC 832 Course, or by
successfully repeating a PC 832 Course (and thus passing the
tests at the conclusion of the course).



The requalification requirement does not apply to any person
who: (i) is returning to a law enforcement management
position at the second level of supervision or higher; (2)
has successfully requalified for a POST Basic Course; (3)
has maintained proficiency through teaching the P.C. 832
Course; or (4) was continuously employed as a peace officer
in another state or at the federal level during the break in
California service.

Senate Bill 474 also added Penal Code Section 832(f), which
grants the Commission the authority to charge fees for all
"requalification" exams, with the amount of such fees not to
exceed actual costs. In order to comply with the provisions
of Penal Code Sections 832(e) and 832(f), it is proposed
that a new subsection be added to Commission Regulation
1080. Key provisions of the proposed new subsection are as
follows:

(1) Persons seeking to satisfy P.C. 832 Course
requalification requirements via testing would be
permitted two opportunities to pass each applicable
test (i.e., Arrest Procedures exam and Firearms exam),
as is the case for persons who take the tests at the
conclusion of P.C. 832 training. Failure to pass any
test upon the second attempt would result in the need
to successfully repeat the applicable P.C. 832
training.

(2) Those persons who are exempt from the P.C. 832 Course
requalification requirements would be enumerated in the
proposed regulations. Employing agencies would be
required to retain, as a permanent record, all
documentation in support of an employee’s exemption.

(3) As provided for in law, POST would charge examination
fees, not to exceed actual costs, to those who wish to
test for purposes of satisfying the P.C. 832 Course
requalification requirements.

Subject to the results of the public hearing, if the
Commission concurs, the appropriate action would be a MOTION
to adopt the proposed additions to Commission Regulation
1080, concerning P.C. 832 course requalification
requirements, to be effective upon approval as to form and
procedure by the office of Administrative Law.

COMPLIANCE AND CERTIFICATES

D. Fee Settinq - P.C. 832 Requalification Testinq

Assuming the Commission adopts regulations described in the
preceding agenda item, there is need to approve fees that
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will be charged to persons taking P.C. 832 course
requalification tests. The proposed testing system will
require applicants to apply to and submit fees to POST.
POST will, following review of eligibility, refer the
applicant to the presenters who agree to administer the
requalification tests. These presenters will be paid by
POST via contracts.

Proposed fees are $i00 for a written exam, $150 for the
firearms test, and $i00 for the skills exam associated with
arrest techniques and defensive tactics.

If the Commission concurs, the appropriate action would be
MOTION to approve fees that will be charged to persons
taking P.C. 832 course requalification tests.

a

STANDARDS AND EVALUATION

Report and Recommendation to Approve and Distribute a POST
Druq Screeninq Manual for Voluntary Use by Agencies in
Initial Hirinq

Pursuant to direction from the Commission, drug screening
guidelines have been developed for voluntary use by agencies
in the POST program. The guidelines are advisory in nature,
address pre-employment drug screening only, and cover the
full range of legal, technical, and other issues which must
be considered when implementing a pre-employment drug
screening program.

The Long Range Planning Committee recommends that the
Commission approve the guidelines for publication and
general distribution. A copy of the guidelines is included
as an attachment to the full agenda report.

If the Commission concurs, the appropriate action would be a
MOTION to approve publication and general distribution of

the POST Pre-Employment Druq Screeninq Guidelines (1992).

MANAGEMENT COUNSELING

m. Review of a Peace Officer Feasibility Study for the
Department of Insurance and Recommendation to Finalize and
Submit the Report to the Insurance Commissioner and the
~ure

Penal Code Section 13540 requires persons interested in new
classes of peace officers to seek a feasibility study from
POST. POST conducts such studies pursuant to contracts for
recovery of costs. Completed studies are submitted to both
the Legislature and the requesting party.
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State Insurance Commissioner John Garamendi requested a
study concerning the extension of peace officer powers to
certain investigators of the Department of Insurance. The
Department of Insurance currently employs some peace officer
investigators [authorized by P.C. 830.3 (i)]. The study
addresses non-peace officer investigators of the department.

The enclosed report concludes that the work of the non-peace
officer investigators does not include sufficient need for
peace officer powers. The report also notes that it appears
feasible for the Department to rely upon its existing peace
officers to provide as needed support for the non-peace
officer investigators who work in a separate division.

If the Commission concurs, the appropriate action would be a
MOTION to submit the completed feasibility study report,
including recommendations, to the Insurance Commissioner and
the Legislature.

TRAINING PROGRAM SERVICES

G. Report and Possible Recommendation to Amend Contract with
General Physics re Makinq Minor Out-of-Contract Refinements
to the IVD Driver Traininq Course Prior to Its Delivery to
POST

POST currently has a contract with General Physics of
Columbia, Maryland to develop the Driver Training IVD
courseware, and deliver fifty (50) sets of the courseware 
POST for $388,565. On-going beta testing of the courseware
by subject matter experts and law enforcement trainees
suggest several areas of courseware improvements, many of
which have already been corrected within the contract
amount. The beta review will be completed on March 27,
1992. Any modifications identified as being outside the
scope of the contract will be individually evaluated, and a
report with any recommendations brought to the Commission at
this point on the agenda.

This item is on the agenda to provide the opportunity to
modify the contract if additional expenditure is necessary.
Large or costly changes are not anticipated, based on review
so far. Any changes the Commission chooses to make should
be by ROLL CALL VOTE.

EXECUTIVE OFFICE

H. Review of Salary Reimbursement: Recommendation to Reinstate
Reimbursement for Mandated Trainina for Claims Received
after the November i, 1991 Suspension

At this point, training volumes and revenues to date appear
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to make resumption of salary reimbursement at some level
feasible. Specific options will be reviewed by the Finance
Committee and its recommendation will be included in the
report for this agenda item. The amount will be less than
the 20-35% rates in effect when salary reimbursement was
suspended November i, 1991; but will provide some welcome
additional support retroactive for claims received since
then. A ROLL CALL VOTE is indicated.

I. Report and Recommendation of Field Survey Reqardinq
Reimbursement oDtions

The Governor’s 1992/93 budget includes $42.9 million for
POST plus a proposed supplement of $3.1 million. If these
are approved, and if revenues are forthcoming as projected,
the Commission will be in a position to sustain its present
standards and training services and provide reimbursements,
including salary, to the field. However, there is the
possibility that the budget will be cut or revenues fall
below projections. Against that event, it is proposed that
a survey be distributed to law enforcement agencies and
associations.

The survey outlines the options for long term adjustments
before the Commission and asks for field responses. Results

of the survey would provide the Commission with the
collective views of law enforcement regarding priorities in
a variety of areas. The survey is designed to give the
Commission a sense of field priorities and views. The
survey response would be among the considerations the
Commission might take into account in the event POST is
faced with a long term revenue shortfall situation.

A draft of the survey instrument is enclosed. The draft has
been reviewed and approved by the Finance Committee. If
sent, the results would be available by the July 1992
meeting.

If the Commission concurs, the appropriate action would be a
MOTION authorizing dissemination of the survey.

COMMITTEE REPORTS

J. Finance Committee

At its January meeting, the Commission authorized
negotiation of a number of training, standards, and
administrative contracts. These contracts will be reviewed
by the Finance Committee at its April 8, 1992 meeting in San
Diego. Commissioner Wasserman will report the Committee’s
recommended actions on the following contracts.
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Assuming favorable recommendations of the Finance Committee,
the appropriate action, if the Commission concurs, would be
a MOTION to authorize the Executive Director to sign them on
behalf of the Commission. (ROLL CALL VOTE)

Proposed contracts to be negotiated for Fiscal Year
1992/93:

Training Contracts

i. Contracts for the Management Course are $327,448
proposed for the following presenters

2 ¯

California State University - Humboldt
California State University - Long Beach
California State University - Northridge
California State University - San Jose
San Diego Regional Training Center

A contract with San Diego Regional
Training Center for support of
Executive Training (e.g., Command
College, Executive Seminars, and
Executive Development Course)

$562,166

It should be noted that for the first
time, the Executive Development Course
(EDC) costs are included in this contract¯
These costs amount to $116,435 of the
total. Previously, and for many years,
the EDC has been presented under contract
with Cal Poly, Pomona, which has recently
decided to discontinue presenting
the course¯

¯ A contract with CSU Long Beach for
support of the Supervisory Leadership
Institute

$408,873

4 , An Interagency Agreement with the State
Department of Justice

$928,109

.
An Interagency Agreement with San Diego
State University for 12 satellite
broadcasts

$ 54,000

.
Contracts with Alameda County District
Attorney’s Office and Golden West College
for Case Law Update Video Production

$ 52,000
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M.

7. A contract with San Diego State $420,000
University for 1992/93 Telecourse
Programs

Standards Contracts

8. An Interagency Agreement with $ 33,800
Cooperative Personnel Services -
Basic Course Proficiency Exam

9. An Interagency Agreement with $ 98,400
Cooperative Personnel Services -
Entry-Level Reading and
Writing Test Battery

i0. An Interagency Agreement with the $ 78,560
Cooperative Personnel Services -
P.C. 832 Written Examination

Administrative Contracts

ii. A contract with the state control- $ 85,000
lers office - Agreement for Auditing
Services

12. An Interagency Agreement with the
Teale Data Center for Computer Services

$ 89,000

13. An Interagency Agreement with the $ 25,000
Health and Welfare Data Center -
CALSTARS Contract

Long Ranqe Planning Committee

Chairman Lowenberg, who also chairs the Long Range Planning
Committee, will report on the Committee meeting held in Los
Angeles on February 27, 1992.

Ad hoc Labor/Commission Committee

Chairman Lowenberg, who also chairs the Ad hoc
Labor/Commission Committee, will report on the first
Committee meeting held in Sacramento on March ii, 1992.

Leqislative Review Committee

Committee Chairman Block will report on the Committee
meeting held April 9th just prior to the Commission meeting.
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No Advisory Committee

Committee Chairman Donald Forkus will report on the
Committee meeting held April 8, 1992 in San Diego.

OLD/NEW BUSINESS

O. Report from Chairman Lowenberq - Proqress on Accreditation
Standards Development

Correspondence

o Letter from Willis A. Casey, Chief of Police, City and
County of San Francisco, and staff response

o Letter from Dr. James Garrick, Center for Sports
Medicine, and response from Attorney General Daniel E.
Lungren

o Letter from Jeannette McCahan, Computer Consultant for
Training and Instruction

o Letter from Robert Kristic, Chairman, California
Academy Directors’ Association

Report of Nominatina Committee for Election of officers

Commissioners Wasserman and Tidwell, members of the
Nominating Committee, will report the results of the
Committee’s recommendations for nominations for Commission
Chairman and Vice-Chairman.

DATES AND LOCATIONS OF FUTURE COMMISSION MEETINGS

July 16, 1992 - Red Lion Hotel - San Diego
October 15,.1992 - Radisson Hotel (Tentative) - Sacramento
January 21, 1993 - Holiday Inn Embarcadero, San Diego
April 15, 1993 - To be Determined



COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES
January 23, 1992

Bahia Hotel
San Diego, CA

The meeting was called to order at i0:i0 a.m. by Chairman
Lowenberg.

Advisory Committee Chairman Donald Forkus led the flag salute.

OATH OF OFFICE FOR NEW COMMISSIONER

New Commissioner Devallis Rutledge, Deputy District Attorney for
Orange County, was administered the oath of office by Attorney
General Daniel E. Lungren.

ROLL CALL OF COMMISSION MEMBERS

A calling of the roll indicated a quorum was present.

Commissioners Present:

Ronald E. Lowenberg, Chairman
Sherman Block
Attorney General Daniel E. Lungren
Edward Maghakian
Devallis Rutledge
Floyd Tidwell
Robert Wasserman

Commissioners Absent:

Edward Hunt¯

Raquel Montenegro

POST Advisory Committee Members Present:

Jay Clark
Donald Forkus
Jack Healy
Joe McKeown
Carolyn Owens
Cecil Riley

Staff Present:

Norman c. Boehm, Executive Director
Glen Fine, Deputy Executive Director
Hal Snow, Assistant Executive Director
John Berner, Bureau Chief, Standards and Evaluation
Gwyn Campbell, Office Technician, Certificate and Compliance
Mike DiMiceli, Bureau Chief, Management Counseling



Holly Mitchum, Bureau Chief, Information Services
Ken O’Brien, Bureau Chief, Training Program Services
Otto Saltenberger, Bureau Chief, Administrative Services
Ken Whitman, Senior Law Enforcement Consultant, Training Program

Services
Frederick Williams, Bureau Chief, Compliance and Certificates
Vera Roff, Executive Secretary

visitor’s Roster:

Robert Berry, San Francisco PD
Don Blankenship, Santa Ana POA
Beverly Curl, Long Beach City College
Bob Curry, San Diego County Marshal’s office
Ricardo Diaz, Latino Peace Officers Association
Doug Drummond, August Vollmer University
Andrea Granick, General Physics
Mark Gravel, Department of Justice
Craig Harvey, Los Angeles County Department of Coroner
Ed Hendry, Orange County Sheriff’s Department
Mary Kay Borcherl, Imperial Valley College
Ernie Klevesahl, San Diego Sheriff’s Department/CADA
Dennis Kollar, San Diego Sheriff’s Department/CADA
Paul Lazar, General Physics
Ilona Lewis, Director, Los Angeles County Dept. of Coroner
Kelson McDaniel, LETN
Herb Pettus, L.A. County Sheriff’s Recruit Training
Jerry Pierson, Orange County Sheriff’s Office
Yvonne Williams, San Diego County Medical Examiner’s Office
Linda Zellman, Cal Poly University/Kellogg West

PRESENTATIONS

Chairman Lowenberg presented a plaque to former Commissioner C.
Alex Pantaleoni in appreciation for outstanding public service
and dedication to law enforcement as a Commissioner from April
1983 to November 1991. Mr. Pantaleoni served as POST Chairman
from April 1988 to April 1989.

Chairman Lowenberg also presented a plaque to former Commissioner
Robert L. Vernon in appreciation for outstanding public service
and dedication to law enforcement as a Commissioner from January
1980 to November 1991. Chief Vernon Served as POST Chairman from
April 1984 to April 1985.

A plaque has also been prepared for former Commissioner Richard
L. Moore in appreciation for outstanding public service and
dedication to law enforcement as a Commissioner from June 1990 to
November 1991. Although Mr. Moore was unable to attend the
Commission meeting, the plaque will be presented to him at an:

appropriate time.
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A. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

MOTION - Block, second - Wasserman, carried unanimously to
approve the minutes of the October 31, 1991 regular
Commission meeting held at the Pan Pacific Hotel in San
Diego.

CONSENT CALENDAR

Be MOTION - Tidwell, second - Maghakian, carried unanimously to
approve the following Consent Calendar:

B.I Receivina Course Certification Report

B.2 Receivinq Financial Report - Second Ouarter FY 1991/92

B.3 Settinq Command Col~eae Tuition for Non-Reimbursable
Aaencies

B.4 Settinq Supervisory Leadership Institute Tuition for
Non-Reimbursable Aaencies

PUBLIC HEARING

C. Receivinq Testimony on the Proposal to Chanqe POST
Requlations to Establish Standards and Reimbursement for
Peace officer Members of Coroners’ Offices /SB 249)

The purpose of the public hearing was to receive testimony
in regard to proposed amendments of Commission Regulations
and Procedures to:

o

o

add coroners and deputy coroners to those eligible for
relmbursement ;

specify all existing selection standards for regular
officers as applicable to the employment of peace
officer members of coroners’ offices;

o require that coroners and deputy coroners complete the
P.C. 832 course before exercise of peace officer powers
and complete the S0-hour Death Investigators’ course
within one year of employment.

The public hearing was held in compliance with requirements
set forth in the Administrative Procedures Act to provide
public input on the proposed regulatory actions.

Staff reported that the proposal to require P.C. 832 and the
Death Investigators’ Course is intended as an initial
standard pending completion of a more thorough study of the
needs and requirements of the position.

c
f
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As a policy matter, there was discussion and consensus that
reimbursement would be for the minimum initial training
standard. Accordingly, if the student goes to the 340-hour
Specialized Investigator Course, reimbursement will be only
for the maximum hours required for the P.C. 832 course and
the Coroners’ Death Investigation Course which together
comprise the minimum training requirement.

Following the staff report, Chairman Lowenberg invited
attendees opposed to the recommendation to address the
Commission. No one present indicated a desire to testify.

The Chairman invited oral testimony from those in favor of
the recommendation. Ilona Lewis, Director, Department of
the Coroner, County of Los Angeles spoke in support of the
recommendation. A letter from Glenn Sipma, President,
California State Coroners, Association, in support of the
recommendation was submitted.

There being no further testimony, the hearing was closed and
the following action was taken:

MOTION - Maghakian, second - Block, carried unanimously to
approve adoption of the standards and establish
reimbursement for peace officer members of Coroners’

Offices. The regulation changes will be effective upon
approval as to form and procedure by the Office of
Administrative Law.

(The following item was addressed at this stage of the agenda for
the convenience of representatives from August Vollmer
University.)

COMPLIANCE AND CERTIFICATES

Accreditation Process - New Campuses of Public Colleae &
Universities

At the October 31, 1991 Commission meeting, staff was
directed to clarify whether new branch campuses of the CSU,
UC, and Community College systems operate for a period of
years without accreditation and whether POST has accepted
units from non-accredited new campuses. The issue was
raised by representatives of August Vollmer University.

The Commission received a staff report which indicated that
units from non-accredited colleges and universities have
been accepted for certificate award only following
accreditation, and following acceptance of the units by
other accredited institutions.
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There was consensus by the Commission that the staff report
resolved the questions concerning the accreditation process
and no additional input was required.

STANDARDS AND EVALUATIONS

m. Schedulina a Public Hearina to AdoPt Reaulations to
Implement P.C. 832 Course Requalification Requirements

Penal Code Section 832(a ) requires all peace officers
(except those who complete the Basic Course) 
satisfactorily complete an introductory course of training
prescribed by POST. Satisfactory completion of the course
must be demonstrated by passing a POST-developed or POST-
approved examination.

With the passage of Commission-supported legislation (Senate
Bill 474), Penal Code Section 832(e) was added, which
requires that any person who successfully completes 832
training, but either: (I) does not become employed as 
peace officer within three years of successful completion of
training, or (2) has a three year or longer break in service
as a peace officer, must "requalify" to exercise the powers
of a peace officer. This may be done by either passing the
same POST-developed or POST-approved tests that are
administered in conjunction with the PC 832 Course, or by
successfully repeating a PC 832 Course (and thus passing the
tests at the conclusion of the course).

The requalification requirement does not apply to any person
who: (I) is returning to a law enforcement management
position at the second level of supervision or higher, (2)
has successfully requalified for a POST Basic Course, (3)
has maintained proficiency through teaching the P.C. 832
Course, or (4) was continuously employed as a peace officer
in another state or at the federal level during the break in
California service.

Senate Bill 474 also added Penal Code Section 832(f), which
grants the Commission the authority to charge fees for all
"requalification" exams, with the amount of such fees not to
exceed actual costs.

In order to comply with the provisions of Penal Code
Sections 832(e) and 832(f), it was proposed that 
Commission schedule a public hearing in conjunction with its
April 9, 1992 meeting for the purpose of adding subsection
(b) to Commission Regulation 1080. Key provisions of the
proposed new subsection are as follows:

(1) Persons seeking to satisfy P.C. 832 Course
requalification requirements via testing would be
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permitted two opportunities to pass each applicable
test (i.e., Arrest Procedures exam and Firearms exam),
as is the case for persons who take the tests at the
conclusion of P.C. 832 training. Failure to pass any
test upon the second attempt would result in the need
to successfully repeat the applicable P.C. 832 training
(Arrest Procedures or Firearms).

(2) Those persons who are exempt from the P.C. 832 Course
requalification requirements would be enumerated in the
proposed regulations. Persons seeking written
notification from POST as to exemption status would be
required to submit verifiable documentation in support.
of the contended exemption.

(3) As provided for in law, POST would charge examination~

fees, not to exceed actual costs, to those who wish to
test for purposes of satisfying the P.C. 832 Course
requalification requirements.

MOTION - Wasserman, second - Tidwell, carried unanimously to
schedule a public hearing in conjunction with its April 9,
1992 meeting for purposes of adopting the proposed
regulation changes.

TRAINING PROGRAM SERVICES

E. ADDrOVal of Additions. Deletions. and Changes to the Reqular
Basic Course Performance Objectives

Staff reported on additions, deletions, and changes are
recommended to the Basic Course performance objectives
(PO’s) as a result of staff and subject matter experts
(SME’s) meeting in curriculum update workshops and test item

writing workshops. These workshops assured that PO content
is standardized, current, and provides precise language
which enables objective test questions to be written.
Additional changes were proposed as a result of conversion
to Knowledge Domain format previously approved by the
Commission.

Although changes affect a majority of the PO’s, the impact
on actual content of the course is modest. The major impact
is on organization of the PO document and improved clarity
and specificity. All of the recommended additions,
deletions, and changes have been reviewed by basic course
academy directors and members of the basic course
consortium.

The proposed additions, deletions, and changes must be
adopted pursuant to the Administrative Procedures Act. It
was proposed that the abbreviated public hearing process be



used. If no one requests a public hearing, these proposed
changes would go into effect 30 days after approval as to
form and procedure by the Office of Administrative Law.

MOTION - Maghakian, second - Block, carried unanimously,
that subject to the results of the proposed Notice of
Regulatory Action, to approve the proposed revisions to the
Regular Basic Course curriculum described in the agenda, and
amend Performance Objectives for the Basic Coursp, PAM,
Procedure D-l, and Regulation 1005 to include these
revisions. The regulation changes will be effective upon
approval as to form and procedure by the Office of
Administrative Law.

Fo Prouress Report and Demonstration - Law Enforcement Driver
Traininq Interactive Coursewar~

The Commission was given a demonstration of several parts of
the Law Enforcement Driver Training IVD project. Final
programming, graphics generation, and the study reference
manual are nearing completion.

The final testing of the courseware will be completed during
the week of February 3, 1992. The courseware will be
delivered to the Commission during March 1992. Distri-
bution of the courseware to agencies which have IVD hardware
and have received instruction in use of the courseware will
begin at that time ......

Discussion following demonstration centered on royalty
arrangements with the vendor. Commissioners were reminded
that provisions of this contract include no royalties for
POST, and the vendor will be free to market the courseware
outside the State of California.

This item was onthe agenda for information only and
required no formal action.

EXECUTIVE OFFICE

G. Approval to Initiate Contracts for Tactical Communications
Traininq

Staff reported that one of the Symposium on Training Issues
recommendations is for additional emphasis on verbal
communication skills training.

Dr. George Thompson has developed a course in Tactical
Communication (Verbal Judo). This course has received high
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praise for its effectiveness from those who have used it.
proposal to make the training available to all California
law enforcement officers has been explored with Dr.
Thompson.

A

A four-part program has been identified to integrate
tactical communications skills into California law
enforcement training. The proposed program consists of:
(i) a telecourse; (2) a series of training videotapes; 
development of specific curriculum for the basic and field
training officer courses; and (4)a 40-hour train-the-
trainer program to bepresented as a certified course.

The approximate costs for all aspects of this program are
estimated at $174,000. All agencies could receive the
telecourse and each would receive the full series of
training video tapes. Those trained in the train-the-
trainer course taught by Dr. Thompson would constitut~ an
instructional reservoir for California law enforcement.

The Advisory Committee discussed this at its meeting on
January 22nd; expressed support for the proposal; and
suggested that all law enforcement executive personnel be
encouraged to participate in this training.

Following the discussion, staff was directed to explore
modifications made by agencies who have previously used the
program and are now teaching the same subject.

MOTION - Tidwell, second - Wasserman, carried unanimously by
ROLL CALL VOTE to authorize the Executive Director, subject
to agreement that POST will retain script control, to
finalize negotiations and enter into contracts with Dr.
George Thompson (in an amount not to exceed $6,000) and 
public entity (in an amount not to exceed $168,000) to do
work associated with video taping and broadcasting as noted
in the staff report at a total cost not to exceed $174,000.

ADDroVal to Extend and Increase a Current Contract with the
City of Los Anqeles for Professional Services Associated
with the Revision and Update of the POST Medical Screenina
Manual

At its January, 1991 meeting, the Commission authorized a
$26,000 interagency agreement with the City of Los Angeles
for the assistance of Dr. Robert Goldberg, Assistant
Director of Occupational Health, in revising the POST
Medical Screeninq Manual for California Law Enforcement
(19771. The project is progressing well; however,
completion of the project will require an additional 52 days
of Dr. Goldberg’s time, at a cost of $17,600.



MOTION - Wasserman, second - Tidwell, carried unanimously by
ROLL CALL VOTE to amend the current interagency agreement
with the City of Los Angeles for assistance in revising the
POST Medical Screeninq Manual for California Law Enforcement
by an amount not to exceed $17,600.

COMMITTEE REPORTS

I. Finance Committee

Commissioner Wasserman reported on the Finance Committee
meeting held January 22nd in San Diego. In addition to
contracts addressed earlier on the Commission agenda, the
Committee reviewed the following:

ao The second quarter financial report was discussed. It
was pointed out that revenue, although displaying a
slight upturn in December, still projects a substantial
shortfall at the end of the year. The number of
reimbursed trainees is slightly lower than the number
for a similar period last year. But of particular
note, the Basic Course attendees represent only about
35% of those that were trained during the similar
period last year. The Committee requested that staff
explore the reasons for the downtrend in the
reimbursable basic course attendees and have the
information available for the next quarterly Finance
Committee meeting.

b. The status of the local assistance budget was reviewed.
If the financial picture does not change, POST will
still be within the allotted reimbursed budget and will
not go into a deficit.

C. A brief overview of the FY 92/93 Department of Finance
authorized POST budget was presented. The budget
authorization is for $42.9M with a local assistance
budget of $29.3M. If the current year training trend
continues, resources will be available for the next
fiscal year to restore salary reimbursement to a
prudent level, commensurate with the Department of
Finance’s budget allocation.

d. In addition to the contracts already approved on the
agenda, the proposed continuing contracts to be
negotiated for FY 92/93 were reviewed. The Finance
Committee recommended that the following proposed
contracts be negotiated for FY 92/93:

9



TraininaContracts

1. Management Course

This course is presently budgeted at $330,783 for
22 presentations spread among five presenters.

California State University - Humboldt
California State University - Long Beach
California State University - Northridge
California State University - San Jose
San Diego Regional Training Center

Course costs are consistent with Commission
guidelines, and performance by all five presenters
has been satisfactory. Staff anticipates modest
increases over FY 1991/92 due to increased costs
for instructors, coordination, facilities, and
materials. No additional presenters or
presentations are planned for FY 1992/93.

2. Executive Development Course

This course is currently budgeted at $121,555 for
five presentations. The EDC has been presented by
California State Polytechnic University, Pomona,
since October 1979.

Course costs are consistent with POST guidelines,
and the performance of the presenter has been
satisfactory. Staff anticipates modest additional
costs over FY 1991/92 due to increased costs for
instructors, coordination, and facilities. One of
the five course presentations will be offered in
Northern California for the first time to
accommodate departments with limited travel
budgets. This move will, however, increase
faculty travel costs slightly. Five presentations
are planned for FY 1992/93.

3 ¯ San Diego Regional Training Center - Support of
Executive Training (e.g., Command College and
Executive Seminars)

The San Diego Regional Training Center serves as
the chief contractor for a variety of training
activities of the Commission conducted by the
Center for Leadership Development. Curriculum
development as well as instructional and
evaluation costs for these training activities for
FY 1991/92 was $453,618. Staff anticipates only

i0



modest, if any, increased costs in the 1992/93 
contract. 

4. CSU Long Beach - Support of the Supervisory 
Leadership Institute 

,The CSU Long Beach Foundation provides 
administrative services for the Supervisory 
Leadership Institute. This includes training site 
suppo*, ordering materials, paying instructors 
and auditors, and purchasing/maintaining 
equipment. Costs for these services in FY 1991/92 
were $391,684 for six classes running continuously 
throughout the year. Staff anticipates only 
modest increased costs in FY 1992/93. 

5. Department of Justice - Training Center 

The Department of Justice has provided training to 
local law enforcement each year through an 
Interagency Agreement with POST since 1974. The 
Commission approved a current year contract in an 
amount not to exceed $953,061. 

Staff anticipates that any presentation cost 
increases will be offset by the consolidation of 
several existing courses. The overall contract 
amount is expected to not exceed the 1991/92 
total. 

6. San Diego State University - Satellite Video 
Broadcasts 

POST currently has an interagency agreement with 
San Diego State University for $54,000 for the 
assembly and transmission of twelve videotape 
training programs during 1991-92. It was 
recommended that this interagency agreement be 
continued for similar services during 1992-93. 

7. Alameda County District Attorney's Office and 
Golden West College - Case Law Update Video 
Production 

POST currently has contracts with Alameda County 
District Attorney's Office and Golden West College 
for $52,000 for the production of twenty-four Case 
Law Update programs each during 1991-92. It was 
requested that these contracts be continued with 
similar amounts for similar services during 1992- 
93. 

11 
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8. 1992/93 Telecourse Programs

POST will deliver six telecourse programs during
Fiscal Year 1991/92. The current contract for
these six programs is with the San Diego State
University for a cost not to exceed $210,000,
based on an average of $35,000 per program.

It was proposed to increase the distance learning
telecourse training provided in Fiscal Year
1992/93 from six to twelve telecourses, allowing
fo r the production of one telecourse per month¯
The total estimated cost for the telecourse
programs is approximately
$420,000, based on the $35,000 average per
program.

Approval Was requested to negotiate and enter into
interagency agreement(s) with the San Diego State
University, or any other public entity, to produce
and broadcast POST telecourse training for an
amount not to exceed $420,000.

Standards Contracts

9 ¯ Cooperative Personnel Services - Basic Course
Proficiency Examination

i0.

POST has contracted with Cooperative Personnel
Services for administration of the POST
Proficiency Examination for the last nine years.
The current year contract is for $33,800. The
proposed contract for fiscal year 1992/93 is not
expected to exceed this amount¯

Approval was requested to negotiate a similar
contract with Cooperative Personnel Services for
fiscal year 1992/93 for an amount not to exceed
$33,800.

Cooperative Personnel Services - Entry-Level
Reading and Writing Test Battery

POST has contracted with Cooperative Personnel
Services for administration of the POST entry-
level reading and writing test battery since 1983.
The current year contract is for $98,400. The
proposed contract for fiscal year 1992/93 is not
expected to exceed this amount.

12



Approval was requested to negotiate a similar
contract with Cooperative Personnel Services for
fiscal year 1992/93 for an amount not to exceed
$98,400.

ii. Cooperative Personnel Services
Examination

P.C. 832 Written

POST has contracted with Cooperative Personnel
Services for administration of the P.O. 832
Written Examination since 1989. The current year
contract is for $78,560. The proposed contract
for fiscal year 1992/93 is not expected to exceed
this amount.

Approval was requested to negotiate a contract
with Cooperative Personnel Services for fiscal
year 1992/93 for an amount not to exceed $78,560.

Administrative Contracts

12. State Controller’s office - Agreement for Auditing
Services

Each year POST has negotiated an Interagency
Agreement with the State Controller’s Office to
conduct audits of selected local jurisdictions
which receive POST reimbursement funds. The
Commission approved an agreement not to exceed
$85,000 for the current fiscal year.

Approval was requested to negotiate a similar
agreement to maintain current level of service for
Fiscal Year 1992/93.

13. Computer Services Contract - Teale Data Center

POST has an Interagency Agreement with Teale Data
Center (a state agency) for computer services.
The contract links between POST’s computer and the
Data Center’s mainframe computer. This allows
POST to utilize the mainframe’s power for complex
data processing jobs and the storage of large data
files that require more resources than POST’s
minicomputer can provide. The current year
contract is for $89,000.

Approval was requested to negotiate an Interagency
Agreement with the Teale Data Center for computer
services in 1992/93 for an amount similar to the
current year’s costs.

13
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14. CALSTARS Contract

The mandated California Accounting and Reporting
Systems (CALSTARS) requires an agreement with the
Health and Welfare Data Center to provide computer
linkage and necessary data processing services.
The Commission approved a current year contract in
an amount not to exceed $24,000¯

MOTION - Wasserman, second - Tidwell, and carried to
authorize the Executive Director to negotiate the contracts

and return them to_ the April meeting for formal approval¯
(commissioner Rutledge ABSTAINED on Item #7)

Traininq Review Committee

Commissioner Wasserman, Chairman of the Training Review
Committee, reported that the Committee met in Ontario on
January iSth, and reviewed an action plan developed by staff
which includes: (i) strengthening use of force and cultural-
racial training in the Basic Course; (2) strengthening the
selection and training of field training officers; and (3)
furthering the development of supervisory training¯

The action plan will result in specific program proposals to
the Commission at its July 1992 meeting. In the meantime,
current proposals and recommendations were reviewed. In
addition to the tactical communications training, which was
approved earlier on the Commission agenda, the Committee ~i
made the following recommendations:

i. Encourage relevant televised courses by major Symposium
presenters and other experts as part of the
Commission’s telecourse training program.

¯ Encourage the use of the POST FTO manual which
provides an excellent program. The Committee
recommended that the POST FTO program, and other
programs, be given some ,,advertisement" time on future
POST teleconference broadcasts.

¯ Develop a plan to improve the monitoring of training,
particularly in the area of use of force, by POST staff
and representatives in the field.

¯

¯

Develop a process to annually evaluate the
effectiveness of training which results from the
symposlum.

Prepare periodic bulletins to the field which describes
the progress of implementing the training
review/symposium recommendations.

14
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MOTION - Wasserman, second - Tidwell, carried unanimously to
approve the recommendations of the Training Review
Committee.

Lona Ranae Planninq Committee

Chairman Lowenberg, who also chairs the Long Range Planning
Committee, reported the Committee met in San Diego on
January 22, 1992. In addition to items already addressed on
the
agenda, the Committee reviewed the following:

i. The Committee received a report from staff and
discussed the proposed implementation of the Institute
of Criminal Investigation¯ The development of this
institute was approved by the Commission several years
ago. The developmental work, including the job task
analysis of the investigator position, development of a
basic or core course, an array of foundation specialty
courses, and a general scheme for investigative
training that can result in the reward of a special
certificate.

Staff reviewed the proposal with the full Commission.

MOTION - Block, second - Maghakian, carried unanimously
to approve the concept of the Institute of Criminal
Investigation (ICI) and postpone action on formal
introduction of the ICI until POST’s fiscal picture
becomes more clear.

e Last year the Commission, following a survey Of law
enforcement administrators and recommendations by the
Long Range Planning Committee, directed staff to
develop guidelines for pre-employment drug screening.
Staff has completed the final draft of these
guidelines. The plan is for the final product to be
before the Commission for approval at its April
meeting.

Leaisiative Review Committee

Chairman Block, Chairman of the Commission’s Legislative
Review Committee, reported on the results of the Committee
meeting held July 23, 1992 just prior to the Commission
meeting and recommended support of:

i. Proposed legislation to restore POST funding; and

¯ SB 1126 by Senator Robert Presley, which has been
amended to authorize the Law Enforcement Agency
Accreditation program to be administered by POST.

15



The Committee also recommended support for legislation that
to require a percentage of civil awards or settlements
against cities/counties or individual officers to be
deposited in the Peace Officer Training Fund.

The Committee also recommends that a friend of the court
brief be filed with the California Supreme Court. The brief
will oppose the Appellate Court decision which grants the
County of Santa Clara authority to confer peace officer
status on correctional personnel employed by the County
Department of Corrections.

MOTION - Block, Second Maghakian, carried unanimously to
approve the recommendations of the Legislative Committee.

M. Advisory Committee

Donald L. Forkus, Chairman of the POST Advisory Committee,
reported on the Committee meeting held July 22, 1992 in San
Diego. ¯He welcomed new Advisory Committee members Jack
Healy, Chief of the Personnel and Training Division,
California Highway Patrol; and Dr. Ernest Leach, Deputy
Chancellor of the California Community Colleges.

The Chancellor’s Office of the California Community Colleges
is conducting research into innovative methods of training
and education with a study similar to the Commission’s 1990
ACR 58 Study. The information should prove to be very
useful and will be shared with the Commission when the study
is completed.

OLD/NEW BUSINESS

O Captain Robert Berry, Captain, Coordinator of Training, San
Francisco Police Department, expressed serious concerns
about the lack of salary reimbursement on training. On
behalf of Chief Willis Casey, San Francisco Police
Department, he offered the department’s assistance in
seeking strategies which would help alleviate this problem.

O Chairman Lowenberg announced that plans are underway for a
joint meeting with representatives from labor organizations
to discuss issues of mutual concern.

O It was announced that the first meeting of the Accreditation
Standards Committee will meet immediately following the
Commission meeting. Members of the Committee include two
representatives each from CAL Chiefs, CPOA, PORAC, and CSSA.

16



o Appointment of Nominatinq Committee

Chairman Lowenberg appointed Commissioners Tidwell and
Wasserman to serve as members of the Nominating Committee.
The Committee will make recommendations at the April
Commission meeting.

DATES AND LOCATIONS OF FUTURE COMMTSSION MRRTINGR

April 9, 1992 - Red Lion Hotel - San Diego
July 16, 1992 - Red Lion Hotel - San Diego
October 15, 1992 - Radisson Hotel (Tentative) - Sacramento
January 21, 1993 - Holiday Inn Embarcadero, San Diego

17



COMMISSION ON PEACE OFRCER STANDARDS AND TRAINING

COMMISSION AGENDA. ITEM REPORT
Agenda Ram T~4e . ’~--m~’Da~ .: =....

Course Certification/Decerfific~tion Repot- ..... April 9, 1992

Bureau ~evie.md 8y. Researched By

Training De./ivexy:Services RonaldT. Allen; CI~ Rachel S; Fuent~
ExeculJve [~v~;,~ Approval Pate ot Apfxoval Date ot’ Report

i

Ptirpose:
-.zc0 .?z_ March 18, 1992

Financial Impact: [] Yes (See ~ lot details)
[] Decision Requested [] InfocrnatJon Only [] Sta~s Report I I No

In 61e space provided below, bdelly desc:dt~ the ISSUE, BACKGROUND, ANALYSIS, and RECOMMENDATION. Use addmonal ~ If fequlm¢l.

The following courses have been certified or decerdfied since the January 23, 1992
Commission meeting:

Course Reimbursement Annual
Course Title ~ Ca e__a!ggg~ Plan Fiscal Imnact

1. Supervisory Response Centre for Living Supv. Sem. III $22,500
to Ofcr. Inv. Fatal Inc. with Dying

2. Tactical Communication Shasta College Technical IV 8,100
(Verbal Judo)

3. Terrorism Awareness San Diego P.D. Technical IV 19,200

4. Gains: Gang & Inter- Los Angeles P.D. Technical IV 4,800
diction Network School

5. Civil Disobedience San Diego P.D. Technical IV 17,280
Trng. for Supervisors

6. Command Officer Los Angeles P.D. Mgmt. Trng. IV 33,800
Program

7. S.A.N.E Tng. (Sub- Los Angeles Technical IV -0-
stance Abuse Narcotics Co. SD
Education)

8. Tactical Communication Santa Ana P.D. Technical IV -0-
(Verbal Judo)

9. Low Explosive Analysis Calif. Crim. Inst. Technical IV 13,500

POST 1-187 (Rev. 8/88)



CERTIFIED (Continued)

COULgB

Preener

10. Problem Oriented San Diego P.D. Technical
Policing - Supervisors

11. Advanced Officer Kern Co. S.D. AO

12. Tactical Communication Chico P.D. Technical
(Verbal Judo)

13. Arrest & Control Instr. Golden West Col. Technical

14. Advanced Officer San Francisco AO

15. Straight Baton Instr.

16. Advanced Officer

17. Gun Retention

18. Reserve Training,
Module A, B, C.

19. Driving under the
Influence Update

20. Sexual Assault Inv.

21. Drug Influence - 11550
H&S

22. Hazardous Materials -
First Responder

23. First Aid/CPR Instr.

24. Reserve Training,
Module B

25. Arrest & Firearms
P.C. 832

Airport P.D.

Dept. of P&R

Ohlone College

Dept. of P&R

Sacramento Co.
S.D.

Sacramento Public
Safety Center

Kern Co. CJTC

Kern Co. S.D.

Tulare/Kings Co.
Police Academy

Reimbursement
Plan

IV

II

IV

Technical

AO

Technical

Reserve Training

IV

II

IV

II

IV

N/A

Technical IV

Technical

Technical

IV

IV

San Bernardino
Co. S.D.

PorterviUe Law
Enforcement TC

Porterville Law
Enforcement TC

Technical IV

Technical N/A

Reserve Training N/A

P.C. 832 IV

Annual
Fiscal Impact

$i5,360

34,320

1,080

34,560

°0-

-0-

57,600

-0-

"0"

2,160

3,600

21,504

8,000

-0-

-0-

°0°



CERTIFIED (Continued)

Course Title Pre~nter
Course Reimbursement Annual

Plan Fiscal Impact

26. Traffic Collision, Inter., San Bernardino
Skidmark, Anal. Co. S.D.

27. Traffic Collision Inv. San Bernardino
Adv. Co. S.D.

Technical IV 2,568

Technical IV 5,136

28. Analytic Interviewing Los Angeles Co. Technical N/A -0-
Instructor S.D.

29. Driver Training Update Santa Rosa Center Technical IV 720
(EVOC)

30. - 35. 6 additional Proposition 115 Hearsay Evidence Testimony Course Presenters have
been certified as of 03-18-92. Presentation of this course is generally done using a
copy of POST Proposition 115 Video Tape. To date 226 presenters of Proposition
115 have been certified.

Course Title

1. Arrest & Firearms
P. C. 832

2. Management Update
Seminar

DECERTIFIED

3. Computer Crime,
Prosecution

Reimbursement
Presenter Cate og.og.q_~ Plan

San Diego Co. SD/ P.C. 832
Southwestern Col.

San Diego Co. SD/ Mgmt. Trng.
Southwestern Col.

Search Group, Inc. Technical

4. Focus on the 90’s Calif. Public Supv. Trng.
Management Inst.

IV

IV

IV

III

Technical IV5. Tactical Communication Chico P.D.
(Verbal Judo)



TOTAL CERTIFIED
TOTAL DECERTII~[~=
TOTAL MODII~ICATIONS

1359 Courses ~’tified as of 03-18-92
369~ ~ ~a~ of 0~-18-92

29

593 Skills-& Knowledge Modules certified-as of 03-18-92
55 Skills & Knowledge~Presean.m eertified.as of 03-18-92

1,951 TOTAL CERTIFIED COURSES



0 I~9Z
COMMISSION ON PEACE OFFICER STANDARDS AND TRAINING

COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM REPORT
Agenda Item Title I Meeting Date

Financial Report - Third Quarter }~91-92 April 9, 1992
Bureau ~eview J, ~. Jm- f

Administrat ive
Research~ By

Services Bureau
~~~-~"~

~xt~ ~7. ~ S ~-I t~b e r g e r Staff
Executive Director Approval 9a~ of Approval !Date of Report

7-%Z April 6, 1991
Pur~3ose:

Financial Impact:
[] Decision Requested

[] Yes (See Analysis for details)
[] Infomlation Only [] Status Report [] No

In ff~e space provided below, briefly describe the ISSUE, BACKGROUND, ANALYSIS, and RECOMMENDATION: Use additional sheets if i’equired.

This report provides financial information relative to the local
assistance budget through March 31, 1992. Revenue which has accrued to
the Peace Officer Training Fund is shown as expenditures made from the
1991-92 Budget to California cities, counties and districts.

COMPARISON OF REVENUE BY MONTH
This report, shown as Attachment i, identifies monthly revenues which
have been transferred to the Peace Officer Training Fund. Through March
31, 1992, we received $23,262,913. The total is $10,093,087 (30%) less
than originally anticipated on a straight line projection (See
Attachment IA) and is $11,579,982 (33%) less than received same period
last fiscal year.

NUMBER OF REIMBURSED TRAINEES BY CATEGORY
This report, identified as Attachment 2, compares the number of trainees
reimbursed this fiscal year with the number reimbursed last year. The
38,888 trainees the first three quarters represents a 5,056 (11.5%)
decrease compared to the 43,944 trainees reimbursed during the similar
period. However, an additional 3,000 plus unpaid advanced officer

claims requesting salary only are on file.

REIMBURSEMENT BYCOURSE CATEGORY
This report, identified as Attachment 3, compares the reimbursement paid
by course category this year with the amount reimbursed last fiscal
year. Third quarter reimbursement of $14,002,.715 represents a
$8,486,649 (37%) decrease compared to last fiscal year. The decreased
level of reimbursement is primarily due to a significantly reduced
number of basic course trainees (-53%) and the Commission’s action 
suspend salary reimbursement effective November Ist in response to the
dramatic revenue shortfall this fiscal year. Attachment 3A shows the
status of the local assistance budget as of March 31, 1992.

!
ANALYSIS AND SALARY RECOMMENDATION
Third quarter revenue receipts show a slight improvement over previous
months, and it would appear if the trend continues the end of year
revenue will approach the $30.2 million level. The amount, however,
remains substantially below the original estimate. Nonetheless, the
level of overall reimbursed training (especially the significantly
reduced number of basic trainees) coupled with an upturn in revenue

POST 1-187 (Re’.,. 8/88)



-2-

suggests that sufficient projected resources are available for the
Commission to consider reinstatement of salary reimbursement at a
reduced level, retroactive to November Ist. Fiscal expenditures, the
status of revenue and reserves, and training projections will be
addressed by the Finance Committee. The Committee’s recommendations

will be reported on as a separate agenda item.
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FILE: 9192LA-4 ATTACHMENT 3A

COMMISSION ON PEACE OFFICER STANDARDS AND TRAINING
1991-92 LOCAL ASSISTANCE BUDGET
ASOF: MARCH 31, 1992

AID TO LOCAL GOVERNMENT:

CourseReimbursement **-
Carry Over from FY 90-91

Sub-Total, Reimbursements

Allocated Expended Balance

$30~581i416~ 11,547t023 $19,034,393
2,467,110 2,455,690 11,420

$33,048,52.6 14,002,713 $19,045,813

OTHER:

Reserve for Satellite Dishes $600,000 $0 $600,000
Transfer to Training Contracts 1,105,000 i,i05,000 0
Transfer to Training Contracts 400,000 400,000 0
Reserve for Contingencies 813,584 0 813,584

Sub-Total, Other "’ $2,918s584 $1,505,000 $1,413,584

Total, Local Assistance ..... $35,967,110 $15,507,713 $20r459,397

EXPENDITURE REDUCTIONS:

DUE TO REVENUE SHORTFALL

Revised Balance

(8,657s000) (8,657,000)

27,310,110 15,507,713 11,802,397

** Salary reimbursement @ 20/35%
Salary suspended as of 11-1-91

FUNDING

LOCAL ASSISTANCE
CARRYOVER FROM1990-91
EXPENDITURE REDUCTION

TOTAL

33,500,000
2,467,110

(8,657,000).

.27,310,110



CQ~N ON PEACE OFFICER STANOAROe AND TRAINING

COMIAISSiON~ AGENDA~iTEM~ REPORT-"

AGENCY - MODOC COUNTY DISTRICT ATTORNBY-

Compliance and
Certificate Services

April 9, 1992

Thomas Farnswortl~

’2
March 24, %9921- i -:

FI ~m=: vee (See A~lymW dmli~.
Wm,a~n (:m/ Sm--

In Ihe m INmtdUl lira ~ lurilf dmall~ Iho 18SUE. BA~OKGIqOUNO. ANALYSB. ~ R~~r ~ ~~~

The Modoc County District Attorney’s Office is seeking entry
into the POST Reimbursable Program on behalf of its
investigator.

BACKGROUND

The provisions of 830.1 Penal Code permit a District
Attorney’s Office to employ sworn investigators. The
Modoc County Board of Supervisors has submitted the
proper documents supporting POST objectives and
regulations.

ANALYSIS

The District Attorney’s Office has one full-time sworn
deputy. Adequate background investigations have been
conducted and the agency is complying with POST
Regulations.

RECOMMENDATION

The Commission be advised that the Modoc County District
Attorney’s office has been admitted into the POST
Reimbursement Program consistent with Commission Policy.

POST 1.187 (Flev. 8.,88)



COMI~SSION ON PEACE OFIqCER STANOARDG AND TRAINING

COMMISSION AGENDA~ ITEM REPORT-
VeM~Dam

11c Safety ¯ Dispatcher Program April 9, 1.992

Bul~ R~ea~r4~ By

Compliance and
Certificate Services

Dam ol Alxam~i-

" march 24, .199z

l"qs,,.x,,.,,,,
In the m imoV~od ~. b~ dm~mbe i’m ISSUE. BACKGROUND. M4ALY$18. Ind RECOMMENOA~N. Use addlt~le shM~ It mqulm~

ISSUE

Acceptance of agencies into the Public Safety Dispatcher
Program.

D BACKGROUND

The agencies shown on the attached list have requested
participation in the POST Reimbursable Public Safety
Dispatcher Program pursuant to Penal Code Sections 13510(c)
and 13525. The agencies have expressed their willingness
to abide by POST Regulations and have passed ordinances or
resolutions as required by Penal Code Section 13522.

ANALYSIS

All of the agencies presently employ full-time dispatchers,
and some employ part-time dispatchers. The agencies have
all established minimum selection and training standards
which equal or exceed the standards adopted for the
program.

RECOMMENDATION

That the Commission be advised that the subject agencies
have been accepted into the POST Reimbursable Public Safety
Dispatcher Program consistent with Commission policy.

ID



/
NEW AGENCIES IN THE PUBLIC SAFETY DISPATCHER PROGRAM

OCTOBER 1991 - MARCH 1992

AGENCY

BENICIA P.D.

HURON P.D.

MERCED P.D.

ORD\RES\LETTER

..... 6RD. 91-1S

ORD. 273

ORD. 1807

ENTRY DATE

i0-22-91

1-27-92

3-9-92

TOTAL AGENCIES IN PROGRAM: 312



............. --~E~SZ~s -" ~i- L ~--~7

OF "rile

(ammissia# a# P(ace Officer Sta#dards a#d "CraiuiHg
STAT£ OF CALIFORNIA

WHEREAS, Dolores Kan has served as a member of the Advisory
Committee of the Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training
(POST) from May 1988 to April 1992; and

WHEREAS, Dolores Kan has effectively represented the Women’s
PeaceOfficer Association of California (WPOAC) during her tenure on the
POST Advisory Committee; and

WHEREAS, Dolores Kan has demonstrated leadership and diligence in
her service as a member of the POST Advisory Committee; and

WHEREAS, California law enforcement has benefitted greatly from her
advice and counsel; now

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the members of the California
Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training (POST) do hereby
commend Dolores Kan for her outstanding service and dedication to
California law enforcement; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Commission extends best
wishes to Dolores Kan in her future endeavors.



COMMISSION ON PEACE OFFICER STANDARDS AND TRAINING

COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM REPORT
tle U ic earlng o onsl er op ion "[Meeting Date

of Regulations to Implement PC 832 Course

IRequalification Requirements April 9, 1992
Bureau

]Reviewed 8~
Researched By

Standards & Evaluation
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ISSUE

Should the Commission enact regulations to implement the provisions
of Penal Code Section 832(e) regarding PC 832 Course requalification
requirements?

BACKGROUND

Under Penal Code Section 832, all peace officers, except those who
complete a basic course, must complete an introductory course of
training prescribed by POST (i.e., the PC 832 Course) prior to the
exercise of peace officer powers. Satisfactory completion of the
course is predicated upon passing POST-developed or POST-approved
examinations.

Penal Code Section 832 was recently amended as the result of
Commission-supported legislation (see Attachment A). Specifically,
with the addition of Penal Code Section 832(e), any person who
successfully completes PC 832 training, but either: (i) does not
become employed as a peace officer within 3 years of successful
completion of training, or (2) has a 3 year or longer break 
service as a peace officer, must "requalify" to exercise the powers
of a peace officer. This may be done by either passing the same
POST-developed/POST-approved tests that are administered in
conjunction with the PC 832 Course, or by successfully repeating a PC
832 Course (and thus taking and passing the POST-developed/POST-
approved tests at the conclusion of the course).

The requalification requirement does not apply to any person who:
(i) is returning to a law enforcement management position at the
second level of supervision or higher, (2) has successfully
requalified for a POST Basic Course, (3) has maintained proficiency
through teaching the PC 832 Course, or (4) was employed as a peace
officer in another state or at the federal level during the break in
California service. Additionally, the Commission is granted explicit
authority to charge fees for all "requalification" exams, with the
amount of such fees not to exceed actual costs.

POST t- 18( (Rev. 8/88)



ANALYSIS

The intent of Penal Code Section 832(e) is to impose a "3-year
rule" for peace officers for whom PC 832 training is the minimum
training requirement that is analogous to the "3-year rule" for
peace officers for whom the minimum training requirement is a
POST-certified basic course (as specified in Commission
Regulation 1008).

Key factors of the proposed regulations to accomplish this
objective are as follows:

O Persons seeking to satisfy PC 832 Course
requalification requirements via testing will be
permitted two opportunities to pass each applicable
test (i.e., written test for Arrest Procedures and
course-of-fire for Firearms), as is the case for
persons who take the tests at the conclusion of PC 832
training. Failure to pass any test upon the second
attempt will result in the need to successfully repeat
the applicable PC 832 training (Arrest Procedures or
Firearms).

O Those persons who are exempt from the PC 832 Course
requalification requirements, as specified in Penal
Code Section 832(e) (see above), are enumerated in 
proposed regulations. The proposed regulations further
specify that in order to qualify for exemption through
teaching the PC 832 Course, one must have taught the
entire course curriculum within 3 years of the date of
the exemption request. Further, because the PC 832
Course curriculum is divided into two modules Arrest
Procedures and Firearms - exemption status will be
determined separately for each module. I Also proposed
is language which specifies that to qualify for
exemption based on continuous employment as a peace
officer in another state or at the federal level, one
must have no more than a 60-day break in service
between law enforcement employers (as is required under
the 3-year rule for the basic course). Finally, as
proposed, law enforcement employers would be required
to retain, as a permanent record, any documentation in
support of an employee’s exemption.

O As provided for in law, POST will charge examination
fees, not to exceed actual costs, to those who wish to
test for purposes of satisfying the PC 832 Course
requalification requirements.

IThe Firearms module is
carry firearms.

required only

2

of PC 832 officers who



It is difficult to estimate with any certainty the testing volume
that will result from adoption of the proposed regulations.
Fewer than 20 people a year undergo the testing process
associated with the 3-year rule for the basic course. The number
of persons who complete PC 832 training is approximately two and
one-half times that for basic training. Based on this difference
in training volume, and in the absence of any other data, it is
assumed that 50 to 60 persons per year will request and qualify
for PC 832 requalification testing.

As with the basic course waiver examination program, it is
proposed that POST contract for actual administration of all
requalification exams, with the fees for testing used to pay all
contract costs.

Fewer than 25 persons a year are expected to qualify for an
exemption. This estimate is based on past experience with the 3-
year rule for the basic course, where the exemption criteria are
similar to those proposed for PC 832 Course requalification.
Exemptions under the 3-year rule for the basic course have
averaged I0 a year over the last 6 years. Again, in
consideration of the two and one-half times greater training
volume for the PC 832 Course, this would translate to between 20
and 25 exemptions per year for PC 832 requalification.2

The proposed regulations were presented to the Commission at its
January 23, 1992 meeting, at which time the Commission moved to
schedule a public hearing on the matter for April 9, 1992.

The required legal notice, including proposed regulation
language, was distributed statewide as POST Bulletin 92-6.
Attachment B.

See

RECOMMENDATION

Subject to the results of the public hearing, it is recommended
that the Commission adopt Regulation 1080(b) concerning PC 832
Course requalification requirements, to be effective upon
approval by the Office of Administrative Law (OAL) as to form and
procedure.

2With respect to all exemptions to the 3-year rule for the

basic course over the past 6 years, 48% were for persons returning
to a law enforcement position at the second level of supervision or
higher, and 20% (approximately 2 per year) were for persons who had
been continuously employed as a peace officer in another state or
at the federal level.

3



Attachment A

SEC. 2. Section 832 of the Pen~1 Code is amended to read:
832. (a) Every person described in this chapter as a peace officer

shall satisfactorily complete an introductory course of training
prescribed by the Comrmssion on Peace (~fficer Standards and
Training. On or after July I, 1989, satisfactory completion of the
course shall be demonstrated by passage of an appropriate
examination developed or approved by the commission. Training in
the carrying and use of firearms shall not be required of any peace
officer whose employing agency prohibits the use of firearms.

(b) (1) Every peace officer described in this chapter, prior to 
exercise of the powers of a peace officer, shall have satisfactorily
completed the course of training described in subdivision In).

(2) Every peace officer described in Section 13Sl0 or 
subdivision (a) of Section 830.2 may satisfactorily complete the
training required by this section as part of the training prescribed
pursuant to Section 13510.

(c) Persons described in this chapter as peace officers who have
not satisfactorily completed the course described in subdivision (a),
as specified in subdivision (b), shall not have the powers of a peace
officer until they satisfactorily complete the course.

(d) Any peace officer who, on March 4, 1972, possesses or 
qualified to possess the basic certificate as awarded by the
Coronation on Peace Officer Standards and Training shall be
exempted from this section.

(e) (l)Any person completing the training described 
subdivision (a) who does not become employed as a peace officer
within three years from the date of passing the exarnination
described in subdivision (a), or who has a three-Fear or longer break
in service as a peace officer, shall pass the examination described in
subdivision (a) prior to the exercise of the powers of a peace officer,
except for any person described in paragraph (2).

(2) The requirement in paragraph (1) does not apply to 
person who meets any of the following requirements:

(A) Is returning to a management position that is at the second
level of supervis/on or higher.

(B) Has successfully requalified for a basic course through the
Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training.

(C) Has maintained proficiency through teaching the course
described in subdivision (a).

(D) During the break in Calfforma service, was continuously
employed as a peace officer in another state or at the federal level.

(F) The comrmssion may charge appropriate fees for the
erah’nination required by subdivision (e), not to exceed actual costs.



Attachment B
STATE OF CAUFORNIA PETE WILSON, Govwnor
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE DANIEL E. LUNGREN. Attorney General

COMMISSION ON PEACE OFFICER STANDARDS AND TRAINING

1601 ALHAMBRA BOULEVARD
SACRAMENTO. CALIFORNIA 95816-7083

February 14, 1992

BULLETIN: 92-6

SUBJECT: PUBLIC HEARING - ADOPTION OF P.C. 832 REQUALIFICATION
REQUIREMENTS

A public hearing has been scheduled in conjunction with the April
1992 Commission meeting:

Date and Time: April 9, 1992 - 10:00 a.m.
Location: Red Lion Hotel, San Diego

The purpose of the hearing is to consider proposed additions to
Commission Regulation 1080 which would establish P.C. 832
requalification requirements.

Under Penal Code Section 832, all peace officers, except those
who complete a basic course, must complete a course of training
prescribed by POST (i.e., P.C. 832 training) prior to the
exercise of peace officer powers. Satisfactory completion of the
course must be demonstrated by passing a POST-developed or POST-
approved examination.

Pursuant to Senate Bill 474, Penal Code Section 832 was amended
to require that any person who does not become employed as peace
officer within three years from successful completion of P.C. 832
training, or who has a three-year or longer break in service as a
peace officer, must "requalify" to exercise the powers of a peace
officer by either: (I) passing the same POST-developed or POST-
approved tests that are administered at the conclusion of
P.C. 832 training; or (2) successfully repeating P.C. 832
training.

Exempt from the requalification requirement are persons who:
(i) are returning to a management position at the second level 
supervision or higher; (2) have successfully requalified for 
POST basic course; (3) have maintained proficiency through
teaching the P.C. 832 Course; or (4) have been continuously
employed as a peace officer in another state or at the federal
level during their break in California service.

Senate Bill 474 also authorizes the Commission to charge fees for
all "requalification" exams not to exceed actual costs.

¯ The attached Notice of Public Hearing, required by the



Administrative Procedures Act, provides details concerning the
proposed regulation changes and provides information regarding
the hearing process. Inquires concerning the proposed action may
be directed to Anna Del Porto at (916)739-5400.

The Commission invites your comments on this matter.

NORMAN C. BOEHM
Executive Director

Attachment



Commission on Peace Office Standards and Training

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

ADOPTION OF PC-832 COURSE REQUALIFICATION REQUIREMENTS

Notice is hereby given that the Commission on Peace Officer
Standards and training (POST), pursuant to the authority vested
by Sections 13503 and 13506 of the Penal Code and in order to
make specific Section 832 of the Penal Code, proposes to amend,
or repeal regulations in chapter 2 of Title ii of the California
Code of Regulations. A public hearing to adopt the proposed
amendments will be held before the full Commission on:

Date: April 9, 1992
Time: 10:00 a.m.
Place: Red Lion Hotel

San Diego, California

Notice is also hereby given that any interested person may
present oral or written statements or arguments, relevant to the
action proposed, during the public hearing.

INFORMATIVE DIGEST

Penal Code Section 832(a) requires all peace officers (except
those who complete the Basic Course) to satisfactorily complete
an introductory course of training prescribed by POST.
Satisfactory completion of the course must be demonstrated by
passing a POST-developed or POST-approved examination. Testing
requirements and procedures pursuant to Penal Code Section 832(a)
are described in Regulation 1080.

With the passage of Senate Bill 474, Penal Code Section 832(e)
was added, which requires that any person who successfully
completes 832 training, but either: (I) does not become employed
as a peace officer within 3 years of successful completion of
training, or (2) has a 3 year or longer break in service as 
peace officer, must "requalify" to exercise the powers of a peace
officer. This may be done by either passing the same POST-
developed or POST-approved tests that are administered in
conjunction with the PC 832 Course, or by successfully repeating
a PC 832 Course (and thus passing the tests at the conclusion of
the course).

Pursuant to Penal Code Section 832(e), the requalification
requirement does not apply to any person who: (i) is returning
to a law enforcement management position at the second level of
supervision or higher, (2) has successfully requalified for 
POST Basic Course, (3) has maintained proficiency through
teaching the PC 832 Course, or (4) was continuously employed as 
peace officer in another state or at the federal level during the
break in California service.



Senate Bill 474 also added Penal Code Section 832(f), which
grants the Commission the authority to charge fees for all
"requalification" exams, with the amount of such fees not to
exceed actual test administration costs.

In order to comply with the provisions.of Penal Code Sections
832(e) and 832(f), it is proposed that Commission Regulation 
be amended to add section (b), to include the following
provisions:

i . Persons seeking to satisfy the PC 832 Course
requalification requirements via testing will be
required to establish their eligibility by submitting
verifiable evidence of prior successful completion of
PC 832 training. POST will evaluate the submitted
information and respond within 30 days of receipt.

. All costs associated with requalification test
administration, as determined by POST, will be paid in
advance by the examinee. Fees paid by persons found to
be ineligible will be refunded.

. Persons eligible for requalification testing will be
tested within 90 days of notification of eligibility,
and will be notified at least 30 days in advance of the
exam as to the specific date, time and location of
testing. Failure to appear for testing will result in
loss of eligibility to test and forfeiture of exam
fees.

All requalification tests will be administered at POST-
approved locations by authorized test proctors.

S , Official notification of requalification test results
will be provided by POST within 5 working days of
receipt by POST of the test material.

° One requalification retest will be permitted within 90
days of failure for any test failed, contingent upon
advance payment of any applicable retest exam
administration fees.~ Persons who fail to achieve a
passing score upon retesting, or who fail to appear for
retesting, will be required to satisfactorily complete
the appropriate PC 832 training (i.e., Arrest
Procedures or Firearms) in order to meet the PC 832
Course requalification requirements.

7 . Pursuant to Penal Code Section 832(e), the following
persons will be considered exempt from the PC 832
Course requalification requirements:

(a) Those who return to management level positions at
the second level of supervision or higher;

(b) Those who have successfully requalified for a POST
Basic Course as provided for in Commission
Regulation 1008;

(c) Those who have maintained proficiency through
teaching the entire Arrest Procedures and/or



Firearms module of the PC 832 Course (exemption
status for each module to be determined
separately);

(d) Those who were continuously employed in another
state or with a federal agency as a peace officer
(with no more than a 60 day break in service

between law enforcement employers), during the
break in California service.

. The employing agency shall retain, as a permanent
record, all documentation in support of the exemption
status of any given employee.

PUBLIC CO~6~NT

The Commission hereby requests written comments on the proposed
actions. All written comments must be received at POST no later
than 4:30 p.m. on March 30, 1992. Written comments should be
directed to Norman C. Boehm, Executive Director, Commission on
Peace Officer Standards and Training, 1601 Alhambra Blvd.,
Sacramento, CA 95816-7083.

ADOPTION OF PROPOSED REGULATIONS

After the hearing and consideration of public comments, the
Commission may adopt the proposals substantially as set forth
without further notice. If the proposed text is modified prior
to adoption and the change is related but not solely grammatical
or nonsubstantial in nature, the full text of the resulting
regulation will be made available at least 15 days before the
date of adoption to all persons who testified or submitted
written comments at the public hearing, all persons whose
comments were received by POST during the public comment period,
and all persons who request notification from POST of the
availability of such changes. A request for the modified text
should be addressed to the agency official designated in this
notice. The Commission will accept written comments on the
modified text for 15 days after the date on which the revised
text is made available.

TEXT OF PROPOSAL

Copies of the Statement of Reasons and exact language of the
proposed action may be obtained at the hearing, or prior to the
hearing upon request in writing to the contact person at the
address below. This address also is the location of all
information considered as the basis for these proposals. The
information will be maintained for inspection during the
Commission’s normal business hours (8 a.m. to 5 p.m.).

ESTIMATE OF ECONOMIC IMPACT

Fiscal Impact on Public Agencies Including Costs or Savings to
State Agencies or Costs/Savings in Federal Funding to the State:
None



Nondiscretionary Costs/Savings to Local Agencies:

Local Mandate: None

Cost to Any Local Agency or
Code Section 17561 Requires

Small Business Impact: None

Cost Impact on Private Persons

Housing Costs: None

None

School District for Which Government
Reimbursement: None

or Entities: None

CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVES

In order to take this action, the Commission must determine that
no alternative considered by the Commission would be more
effective in carrying out the purpose for which the action is
proposed or would be as effective and less burdensome to affected
private persons than the proposed action.

CONTACT PERSON

Inquiries concerning the proposed actionand requests for written
material pertaining to the proposed action should be directed to
Anna DelPorto, Staff Services Analyst, 1601 Alhambra Blvd.,
Sacramento, CA 95816-7083, or by telephone at (916) 739-5400.



1080.

POST ADMINISTRATIV~. MANUAL

REGULATIONS

Proposed Language

PC 832 COURSE Testing and Requalification Requirements

(a) through (a) (4) Continued

(b) Any person who does not become employed as a peace
officer within 3 years of successfully completinq
PC 832 traininq, or who has a 3-year or lonqer
break in service as a peace officer subsequent to
successfully completinq PC 832 traininq, must
requalify to exercise the powers of a peace
officer by either: (i) repeatinq and
satisfactorily completinq PC 832 traininq, or (2)
demonstratinq continued mastery of PC 832 traininq
material by passinq the examinations enumerated in
POST Requlation 1080(a). This section does not
apply to persons who qualify for an exemption as
per Penal Code Section 832(e) (2).

(I) Requalification Examination Procedures:

Eliqibility: Persons seekinq to test
shall make written request to the
Commission, and provide the Commission
with verifiable information reqardinq
prior successful completion of PC 832
traininq. This information shall
include the name of the traininq
institution (presenter) where traininq
was completed, and endinq date of
traininq. All requests to test must
include payment of all applicable
examination fees [see (E), below], 
the form of a certified check or money
order made payable to the Commission on
POST.

Notification of Eliqibility to Test:
Persons seekinq to test shall receive
written notification from POST as to
eliqibility to test within 30 days of
receipt by POST of all documentation
required per (A) above.

All applicable examination fees will be
returned to those persons who are
determined to be ineliqible for testinq.



(C) Administration of Examinations:

(i) Every eliqible person shall:

a/at be tested at a POST-approved
location within 90 days of
notification of eliqibility to
take the requalification exam.

(b) be notified as to the specific
date, time, and location of
testinq at least 30 days in
advance of the test.

Failure to appear for testinq shall
result in forfeiture of all
applicable examination fees and
loss of eliqibility to test.

Persons desirinq to test after
failure to appear for a scheduled
exam must reestablish eliqibility
to test by completinq the
requirements described in
Requlation 1080(b) (i) 

All examinations shall be//L
administered by persons who have
been approved by POST.

(D) Notification Procedures: POST shall
notify all examinees in writinq as to
examination results within 5 workinq
days of receipt by POST of all
applicable test materials.

Requalification Examination Retestinq:
One requalification exam retest shall be
permitted for any test failed,
continqent upon advanced payment of any
applicable examination fee [see (F),
below]. Such retestinq must occur
within 90 days of the oriqinal
examination.

Persons who fail to achieve a passinq
score upon requalification exam
retestinq, or who fail to appear for
requalification exam retestinq, shall be
required to successfully complete the
appropriate PC 832 traininq (i.e.I
Arrest Procedures r Firearms r or both) in



order to meet the PC 832 Course
requalification requirements of Penal
Code Section 832 (e).

Examination Fees: POST shall charqe
fees for all examinations administered.
The appropriate fees shall be determined
by the Commission and shall not exceed
actual test administration costs.

(2) Exemptions:

A person who meets any of the followinq
criteria shall be exempt from the PC 832
Course Requalification Requirements:

_all Is returninq to a manaqement level
law enforcement position at the
second level of supervision or
hiaher.

2//L Has successfully completed the
Basic Course Requalification
Process as provided for in
Commission Requlation 1008.

(3) Has maintained proficiency by
teachinq the course described in PC
832 (a).

Required curriculum for the PC 832
course is comprised of two separate
modules - Arrest Techiniques and
Firearms. Accordinqly, a person
may seek exemption under this
provision for the Arrest Techniques
module only, the Firearms module
only, or the entire PC 832 course
(both Arrest Techniques and

Firearms).

For the purpose of qrantinq an
exemption on the basis of teachinq
experience, "maintained
proficiency" shall be defined as
havinq tauqht the entire module(s)
for which an exemption is beinq
souqht. Additionally, exemptions
shall be qranted only for recent
teachinq experience that was qained
within three years of the exemption
request.

(4) Has been employed continuously,



with no more than a 60-day break in
service between law enforcement
employers r in another state or
a federal aqenc¥ as a peace
officer.

with

Employin q aqencies shall retain as
record all documentation used for
determininq exemptions.

Authority cited: Sections 13503, 13506, Penal Code.

Reference: Sections 832, Penal Code.



Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training

PUBLIC HEARING: ADOPTION OF PC 832 COURSE REQUALIFICATION
REQUIREMENTS

STATEMENT OF REASONS

Penal Code Section 832 requires all peace officers (except those
who complete the Basic Course) to satisfactorily complete an
introductory course of training prescribed by POST. Satisfactory
completion of the course must be demonstrated by passing a POST-
developed or POST-approved examination. Testing requirements and
procedures pursuant to Penal Code Section 832(a) are described 
Commission Regulation 1080.

Penal Code Section 832 was amended to require that any person who
successfully completes 832 training, but either: (i) does not
become employed as a peace officer within 3 years of successful
completion of training, or (2) has a 3 year or longer break 
service as a peace officer, must "requalify" to exercise the
powers of a peace officer. This may be done by either passing
the same POST-developed or POST-approved tests that are
administered in conjunction with the PC 832 Course, or by
successfully repeating a PC 832 Course (and thus passing the
tests at the conclusion of the course).

As amended, Penal Code Section 832 further specifies that the
requalification requirement does not apply to any person who:
(i) is returning to a law enforcement management position at the
second level of supervision or higher, (2) has successfully
requalified for a POST Basic Course, (3) has maintained
proficiency through teaching the PC 832 Course, or (4) was
continuously employed as a peace officer in another state or at
the federal level during the break in California service.

Through the addition of Regulation 1080(b), the Commission
proposes to adopt procedures for implementation of the new
provisions of Penal Code Section 832. The elements of proposed
Regulation 1080(b), and reasons for each such element are
described below:

Section (b) of Regulation 1080, is restated from the law for
clarity purposes.

Persons seeking to satisfy PC 832 Course requalification
requirements via testing must establish eligibility for testing
by submitting verifiable evidence of prior successful completion
of PC 832 training including the name of the training institution
where training was completed and the date that the training was
completed.

As enumerated in newly amended Penal Code Section 832, only
persons who have successfully completed PC 832 training may
satisfy PC 832 Course requalification requirements via testing.



This procedure is necessary to prevent persons who have never
completed PC 832 training from entering the requalification
testing process.
The name of the training institution an~ the date of completion
are necessary because all PC 832 course records prior to July i,
1989 have not been automated. This information is required in
order to manually locate the applicant’s training record.

All costs associated with requalification testing, as determined
by POST, will be paid in advance by the examinee.

Amended Penal Code Section 832 explicitly authorizes the
Commission to charge fees for all requalification testing, with
the amount of such fees not to exceed actual test administration
costs.

The fees actually charged will be determined yearly, based on
annual evaluation of actual costs.

The requirement that all fees be paid in advance of testing is
consistent with current requirements for the Basic Course Waiver
Examination process as enumerated in Commission Procedure D-II-2.

Persons seeking to test shall receive written notification from
POST as to eligibility to test within 30 days of receipt by POST
of the required documentation and fee.

Written notification is necessary to assure that both POST and
the individual seeking to test have a permanent record of
eligibility.

While it is anticipated that far less than thirty days will
generally be required to evaluate the submitted information, to
clear the fee, and to issue a written notice, the 30 day time
period is needed time to assure adequate time for review and
evaluation of those records that are not now stored in a
centralized location (i.e., the training records of persons who
successfully completed the PC 832 course prior to July i, 1989).

All applicable examination fees will be returned to those persons
who are determined to be ineligible for requalification testing.

Pursuant to PC 832(f), the fees collected for the requalification
examination are for actual "examination" costs only. Since
persons who are ineligible for testing will not be tested, their
fee must be returned.

Persons eligible for requalification testing will be tested at a
POST-approved location within 90 days of verification of
eligibility to test, and will be notified at least 30 days in
advance as to the specific date, time and location of testing.

Testing only at POST-approved locations is necessary to assure
that all tests are administered in a uniform and safe manner, at
suitable locations (especially the firearms skills test).



It is anticipated that fewer than 100 persons annually will seek
to test. Given this small testing volume, the desirability of
testing more than one individual at a time, and the likelihood
that requests will be received from all over the state, there may
be occasions when eligible persons will have to wait up to 90
days to be tested. -When feasible, the waiting period will be
shortened. By comparison, the waiting period for the Basic
Course Waiver Examination is 180 days.

By providing at least 30 days advance notice of when and where to
appear for testing, all examinees will receive ample time to
arrange their schedules accordingly.

Failure to appear for testing as scheduled will result in loss of
eligibility to test pending reapplication to establish
eligibility.

All examinations (including requalification retests - see below)
will be administered by contract personnel, and POST will be
charged the same per candidate fee, whether or not the candidate
appears for testing. This requirement ensures that all direct
costs to administer the requalification testing program will be
borne by the test candidate, as intended in amended Penal Code
Section 832.

All requalification examinations will be administered by persons
who have been approved by POST.

This requirement is necessary to maintain test security and to
ensure that the requalification tests are administered and scored
in a consistent manner. All requalification exams will be
administered by persons who have agreed to the terms of a formal
test security agreement and have received exam administration
training from POST.

Official notification of requalification test results will be
provided by POST within 5 working days of receipt of applicable
test materials.

In order to assure all PC 832 examination data is properly
processed and recorded, existing PC 832 testing procedures
require that POST receive and process all test score data and
officially notify all trainees of successful/unsuccessful course
completion. It is proposed that requalification examination data
be handled in a like manner, with each examinee notified by POST
as to PC 832 Course requalification test results (i.e.,
successful/unsuccessful PC 832 Course requalification). A five
day processing period is needed to assure that test results can
be processed in a manner that does not unduly disrupt other test
score processing functions currently performed by POST staff.

One requalification retest will be permitted within 90 days of
failure for any test failed, contingent upon advance payment of
any applicable retest exam administration fees.



Tests are not infallible and errors in measurement occur. In
recognition of this reality, it is proposed that persons who fail
any requalifieation test be permitted one opportunity to retest.
This proposed provision (including the 90 day time restriction)
is identical to that found in Commission Regulation 1080(a)(3)
for persons tested (using the same tests) at the conclusion of 
PC 832 Course.

Persons who fail to pass the requalification "retest," or who
fail to appear for the requalification "retest," will be required
to successfully complete the appropriate PC 832 training (i.e.,
Arrest Procedures, Firearms, or both) in order to meet the PC 832
Course requalification requirements.

Two failures of the same test constitutes reasonable evidence
that the individual has not mastered (is no longer the master of)
the course material, and therefore does not meet the requirements
for "requalifying" for 832 training via testing. The requirement
that such persons enroll and successfully complete the
appropriate PC 832 training is consistent with POST Regulation
1080(a) (3) [which requires persons who fail a PC 832 retest 
repeat the related training], and is consistent with the intent
of amended Penal Code Section 832.

A person who meets any of the following criteria shall be exempt
from the PC 832 Course Requalification Requirements:

(i) Is returning to a management level law enforcement
position at the second level of supervision or higher.

(2) Has successfully completed the Basic Course
Requalification Process as provided for in Commission
Regulation 1008.

(3) Has maintained proficiency by teaching the course
described in PC 832 (a).

Required curriculum for the PC 832 course is comprised
of two separate modules - Arrest Techniques and
Firearms. Accordingly, a person may seek exemption
under this provision for the Arrest Techniques module
only, the Firearms module only, or the entire PC 832
course (both Arrest Techniques and Firearms).

For the purpose of granting an exemption on the basis
of teaching experience, "maintained proficiency" shall
be defined as having taught the entire module(s) for
which an exemption is being sought. Additionally,
exemptions shall be granted only for recent teaching
experience that was gained within three years of the
exemption request.

(4) Has been employed continuously, with no more than a 60-
day break in service between law enforcement employers,



in another state or with a federal agency as a peace
officer.

All of the exemptions to the requalification requirement, as
enumerated above, are referenced in newly added Penal Code
Section 832(e).

The wording for numbers (I) and (2) above is taken directly 
this Penal Code Section and restated for purposes of clarity, as
is the wording of the first sentence for number (3). Additional
language has been added under (3) to acknowledge that there are
two separate PC 832 training modules -Arrest Techniques and
Firearms - and that proficiency via teaching experience must be
evaluated for each module separately. Further, for each module,
due to the changing nature of the training, proficiency via
teaching can reasonably be assumed only for !ecent teaching
experience (i.e., within 3 years of the exemption request) that
involved teaching of all aspects of the given module (i.e. Arrest
Techniques and Firearms).

The wording for (4) above is interpretive of the exemption
included in newly added Penal Code Section 832(e), which states
that an exemption to the requalification requirement is granted
to any person who "...during the break in California service was
continuously employed as a peace officer in another state or at
the federal level." Granting up to a 60 day "break in service"
between such employers, is consistent with the intent of this
provision of law, and yet acknowledges that such employment need
not be literally continuous (in reality, persons who change
employers, especially if it involves moving to another state,
will have often have a short "break in service"). The proposed
allowable "break in service" of up to 60 days identical to
language found Commission Procedure D-II-12 with reference to
requalifying for the Basic Course.

The employing agency shall retain, as a permanent record, all
documentation in support of an employee’s exemption status.

This provision is necessary to assure that, upon request,
agencies in the POST program can provide documentation in support
of purported exemption status for any officer (just as POST
requires that agencies retain documentation in support of other
officer selection and training requirements).
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ISSUE

Request For Approval of the Fees Associated with the
Implementation of P.C. 832 Requalification Examinations.

BACKGROUND

On this date, the Commission will conduct a public hearing
regarding proposed regulation changes to implement the
provisions of Penal Code Section 832 (e) which became effective
January I, 1992. Assuming the Commission approves the
recommended regulation changes, it will be necessary to establish
fees in conjunction with the administration of the P.C. 832
requalification examinations.

Under Penal Code Section 832, all peace officers, except those
who complete a basic course, must complete an introductory course
of training prescribed by POST prior to the exercise of peace
officer powers. Satisfactory completion of this P.C. 832 Course
is predicated upon passing POST-developed or POST-approved
examinations.

Penal Code Section 832 (e) requires that any person who
successfully completes P.C. 832 training, but either: (i) does
not become employed as a peace officer within 3 years of
successful completion of training, or (2) has a 3 year or longer
break in service as a peace officer, must undergo
requalification requirements to exercise the powers of a peace
officer. This may be done by either passing the same POST-
developed/POST-approved tests that are administered in
conjunction with the P.C. 832 Course, or by successfully
repeating a P.C. 832 Course and subsequently passing the afore-
mentioned tests at the conclusion of the course. This report
concerns the implementation of the fees and process for the
exercising of the first option, requalification through testing.
The Commission is authorized under P.C. 832 (e) to charge fees
for all requalification examinations, with the amount of such
fees not to exceed actual costs.



ANALYSIS

Contingent upon Commission approval, POST staff is currently in
the process of identifying potential contract agencies to
administer the P.C. 832 3-Year requalification examinations. The
intent is to have enough sites strategically placed around the
State so as not to impose unnecessary financial or travel
hardship upon the examinee. The sixty-five current POST
certified presenters of the P.C. 832 course are being canvassed
to determine their interest and ability to become a contract
agency.

The following is a description of the process and recommended fee
schedule for the administration of the P.C. 832 Course
requalification examination. Applicants affected by the
requalification requirement will apply to POST to exercise the
option of retesting. The applicant will pay the prescribed fees
to POST which will offset the cost to POST to contract for the
administration of the examinations.

P.C. 832 Course and Examinations

Penal Code Section 832 (b) requires all peace officers 
satisfactorily complete an introductory course of training prior
to exercising the powers of a peace officer. Section 832 (a)
states that training in the carrying and use of firearms shall
not be required of any peace officer whose employing agency
prohibits the use of firearms. Because of this requirement, P.C.
832 training is offered in two courses:

o Laws of Arrest

o Firearms Familiarization and Safety

Students in regular P.C. 832 courses are required to pass an
examination in each course that they are required to take:

o a written multiple-choice test for the Arrest Course

o a firearms skill examination for the Firearms Course

Beginning in July, 1992, owing to increased course content, the
Laws of Arrest Course examination will contain two components:

o a written multiple-choice test covering the laws of
arrest and related topics

o an arrest techniques skills examination covering note-
taking, defensive foot movements, a takedown tactic, a
control hold, handcuffing, and a visual, cursory and
high risk search



P.C. 832 Requalification Examination

The requalification examination is comprised of the same
examinations that are required in the regular P.C. 832 Courses.

Requirements of Requalification Contract Agencies

Facilities:

a class room suitable for administration of the P.C.
832 written examination (approximately 3 hours)

a firearms range (approximately one hour per session)

a room with gym mats suitable for administering the
arrest techniques skills examination (approximately
hours per session)

Proctors:

individuals who are qualified to administer the
following P.C. 832 examinations:

Laws of Arrest written examination (approximately 
proctor hours for each session)

Laws of Arrest skills examination (approximately 
proctor hours for each session)

Firearms examination (approximately 2 procter hours 
plus a range master on the range during each test
session)

A coordinator:

to work with POST in scheduling administrations of the
test procedures

Contract agencies will also be required to enter into a written
test security agreement with POST and be in compliance with "POST
Guidelines for Student Safety in Certified Courses."

Scheduling

Requalification examinations will be scheduled by the contract
agency within 30 days after notification by POST, with the actual
test administration taking place within 90 days after initial
notification.

Retesting

Persons who fail a requalification examination will be afforded
one opportunity to retest within 90 days of failure. For the
Firearms and Arrest Techniques Skills examination, students will



have the option of either retesting immediately or scheduling a
retest within 90 days.

The Laws Arrest Course written requalification examination will
be administered and scored locally, but POST will provide
official scoring and notification of examination results,
including the scheduling of all requalification retests.

Fee Structure

The following fee schedule, arrived at in part through a survey
of 12 P.C. 832 presenters, has been established, contingent upon
Commission approval: __

Administration of the Written Examination (3 hours) $I00.00

Administration of the Firearms Examination (2 hours) $150.00

Administration of the Arrest Techniques Skills Examination
(2 hours) $i00.00

These are fees that applicants will pay to POST to cover the cost
to POST for contractors to administer the examinations. The fee
for the Firearms and Arrest Skills examinations includes the
administration of the immediate retest option for these tests.
Retests for the written examination will be scheduled through
POST for a later date and compensated at the indicated rates.
The fee for the firearms examination ks intended to cover any
target and ammunition expenses that the contractor incurs.

It is noted that the Arrest Skills examination covering note-
caking, defensive foot movements, a takedown tactic, a control
hold, handcuffing, and visual, cursory and high risk search is
under development. The examination will be available to
accommodate this instruction which will be required in the course
on July i, 1992.

Staff anticipates between 50 to 60 requalification examinees per
year, statewide.

Attachment A presents a matrix of the fee schedule and
accompanying rationale. The fees are based upon rates currently
paid by institutions for personal services that would be required
to conduct tests of applicants and evaluate their proficiency.
Administrative overhead costs are also accounted for in these
calculations, which are computed based upon the testing of
individual applicants. The fees are reasonable as compared with
the current fees that are charged applicants for the Basic Course
Equivalency Examinations (written examination, $91.00; Skills
Examination, $300.00).



Administrative costs to POST which would be incurred in the
administration of the requalification requirements are expected
to be minimal, considering the low volume of applicants.
Therefore, the fees proposed would not include recovery of POST’s
administrative costs.

RECOMMENDATION

If the Commission concurs, approve staff recommendations
regarding the recommended fee schedule which is calculated to
cover the cost of administering the P.C. 832 requalification
examination requirements.



ATTACHMENT A

Test
I Expense Item I Hrs* Fee** I Total

Firearms Firearms Proctor (includes testing 2 $37.50 $ 75.00
P.O.’s and course-of-fire)

Range Master 1 37.50 37.50

Range costs (Target, Ammo) 12.50 12.50

Administrative overhead 1/2 50.00 25.00

Total $150.00
Arrest Course Test Proctor 3 $ 75.00
Written

$25.00

Administrative overhead 1/2 50.00 25.00

Total $100.00
Arrest Course Test Proctor
Skills

2 $37.50 $ 75.00
(includes administering 5 defensive

I tactics and 1 note taking P.O.)

Administrative overhead i/2 50.00 25.00

Total $100.00

* Based on our past experience administering tests
** Based on a survey of 12 PC 832 presenters
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ISSUE

Request to publish POST pre-employment drug screening guidelines.

BACKGROUND

In January 1991, following a survey of law enforcement administrators,
and upon the recommendation of the Long Range Planning Committee, the
Commission directed staff to develop pre-employment drug screening
guidelines for voluntary use by agencies in the POST program.

ANALYSIS

A draft document entitled Pre-Employment Druq Screeninq Guidelines
(1992) was presented to the Long Range Planning Committee for review
and comment at their January 22, 1992 meeting. The Committee
recommended that the finalized document be presented for approval by
the Commission at this meeting.

A copy of the guidelines document is attached. The focus of the
document is on pre-employment drug screening exclusively. Employee
testing, whether random, or for reasonable suspicion, is not addressed.

The basic approach taken in the document is to provide general guidance
with regard to the full range of legal, technical, and procedural
issues that should be considered when instituting a pre-employment drug
screening program.

Great deference is given throughout the document to the guidelines and
recommendations of the National Institute of Drug Abuse (NIDA). NIDA
is the agency responsible for developing scientific and technical
guidelines for federal agency drug screening programs.

RECOMMENDATION

If the Commission concurs, the appropriate action would be a motion to
approve publication and general distribution of the POST Pre-Employment
Druq Screeninq Guidelines (1992).

POST 1-187 (Rev. 8/88)
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PREFACE

This manual has been developed in response to the wishes
expressed by California law enforcement in a recently completed
POST survey concerning pre-employment drug screening policies and
practices.

An attempt is made in the manual to cover the full range of
legal, technical, and procedural issues that should be considered
when instituting a pre-employment drug screening program.

While the intent of the manual is to provide general guidance to

those agencies that are preparing to implement such a program,
the information provided should also prove useful for purposes of
evaluating ongoing programs.

We welcome your comments and suggestions.

NORMAN C. BOEHM
Executive Director
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INTRODUCTION

@

Statement of Purpose

A recent POST survey of California law enforcement agencies
(see Appendix i) indicated that there is much interest in pre-
employment drug screening. Slightly over one-third of the
responding law enforcement agencies reported having a drug
screening program, and more than half indicated that POST should
provide general information or guidelines to those agencies that
wish to establish their own programs.

These guidelines have been developed in response to the
widespread interest expressed for guidance from POST in
establishing pre-employment drug screening programs. They have
been developed solely for pre-employment screening and do not
address employee testing whether random, for reasonable
suspicion, or post-accident.

The purpose of these guidelines is to assist local law
enforcement agencies in establishing pre-employment drug
screening programs that are as cost efficient and legally
defensible as possible. The merits of such a program will no
doubt vary as a function of the characteristics of the local
applicant pool, the financial and other resources of the agency,
the presence or absence of pre-employment polygraph testing, etc.
In addition, local regulations or collective bargaining agree-
ments may place limits on instituting such a program. The
purpose of this document is not to influence the decision to
institute pre-employment drug screening, but rather to assist an
agency once the decision has been made to conduct pre-employment
drug screening.

Concerned exclusively with pre-employment drug screening, these
guidelines may be used to develop part of an agency’s compre-
hensive substance abuse program. The U.S. Department of Labor
recommends that a comprehensive program include: (i) a written
substance abuse policy, (2) a supervisory training program, (3)
an employee education and awareness program, (4) access to 
employee assistance program (EAP), and (5) a drug testing
program, where appropriate. More information on each of these
areas can be found in the POST publication Substance Abuse
Resource Manual (1988).

National Institute on Druq Abuse

Great deference will be given throughout these guidelines to the
National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA). NIDA is the federal
agency under the Department of Health and Human Services
responsible for developing scientific and technical guidelines
for drug testing programs for federal agencies. The issuance of
the "Mandatory Guidelines for Federal Workplace Drug Testing



Programs" o n April II, 1988 (see Appendix 2) established 
industry standard that is widely and highly respected. Often
cited for their defensibility, NIDA standards will be referred to
often throughout these guidelines.

Orqanization of the Guidelines

These guidelines have been grouped in what is hoped will be a ~
useful organization for the user agency. Following the
"Introduction," is a brief discussion of legal issues, including
court decisions and federal guidelines, concerning pre-employment

drug screening. After the "Legal Considerations" section is the
,~Technical issues" Section whlch discusses Some Of the~decisions
that must be made concerning specimen collection, analytical
methodologies, substances to be tested, choosing laboratories,
etc. The next major section is titled "Procedural Issues" and
addresses the logistics of moving applicants through drug
screening in a secure, efficient manner. Following that section
is the "Summary," then a "Glossary of Terms" with definitions of
some of the applicable vocabulary, followed by the "Biblio-
graphy." Finally, supporting documents are assembled in the
,,Appendices"section.



LEGAL CONSIDERATIONS

@

In the public sector, the principal grounds for challenging drug
testing has been the Fourth Amendment which provides:

The right of the people to be secure in their persons,
houses, papers and effects, against unreasonable
searches and seizures, shall not be violated, and no
warrants shall issue, but upon probable cause, supported
by oath or affirmation, and particularly describing the
place to be searched, and the person or things to be
seized.

The U.S. Supreme Court issued two decisions in 1989 which
considered the applicability of the Fourth Amendment to the
testing of government employees for drug usage. In one case,
Skinner v. Railway Labor Executives’ Association (1989) 109 
Ct. 1402, the court held that drug and alcohol testing of
employees was reasonable under the Fourth Amendment even though
there was no requirement of a warrant or a reasonable suspicion
that any particular employee might be impaired. The Court
concluded that the government’s compelling interest in safety
outweighed the employee’s privacy concerns. In the second case,
National Treasury Employees Union v. Von Raab (1989) 109 S. Ct.
1384, the Supreme Court held that the U.S. Customs Service’s drug
testing program for its employees who transferred or promoted to
a position involving (i) the carrying of firearms or (2) 
interdiction of drug smugglers was reasonable under the Fourth
Amendment. The program was reasonable despite the absence of a
requirement for a warrant or individualized suspicion and was
permissible because the government’s compelling interests in
public safety and in the integrity of U.S. borders outweighed the
privacy interests of the workers subject to the testing. (The
two cases discussed above are concerned with employees as opposed
to applicants. However, Yon Raab was concerned with employees
who were required to undergo testing as part of an application
process.)

Since the seminal decisions in Von Raab and Skinne__rr, lower
federal courts have upheld government-compelled pre-employment
drug testing of employee applicants [International Brotherhood of
Teamsters v. Dept. of Transportation, 932 F.2d 1292, 1307 (9th
Cir.1991) and Willner v. Thornburq, 928 F.2d 1185, 1193-1194
(D.C.Cir.1991)]. Thus, most likely the Fourth Amendment will not
bar pre-employment drug testing of peace officer applicants.

The recently enacted Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) makes
it unlawful to discriminate in employment against a qualified
individual with a disability and affects all employers, including
state and local government employers. The ADA, whose regulations
are effective on July 26, 1992, protects prior drug users, but

3



specifically exempts current drug users from its protection and
permits drug testing to determine current use.

Section 1630.3 of the ADA regulations states that "[t]he terms
’disability’ and ’qualified individual with a disability’ do not
include individuals currently engaging in the illegal use of
drugs..."

Section 1630.3(b) of the ADA does not, however, exclude from the
terms "disability" and "qualified individual with a disability,’,
an individual who (I) has successfully completed a supervised
drug rehabilitation program and is no longer engaging in ~he
illegal use of ~rugs, or has otherwise been rehabilitated
successfully and is no longer engaging in the illegal use of
drugs; or (2) is participating in a supervised rehabilitation
program and is no longer engaging in such use; or (3) 
erroneously regarded as engaging in such use, but is not engaging
in such use.

With specific regard to drug testing, the ADA in Section
1630.16(c) reflects a general neutrality:

(i) General policy. For purposes of this part, a test
to determine the illegal use of drugs is not considered
a medical examination. Thus, the administration of
such drug tests by a covered entity to its job
applicants or employees is not a violation of Section
1630.13 of this part. However, this part does not
encourage, prohibit, or authorize a covered entity to
conduct drug tests of job applicants or employees to
determine the illegal use of drugs or to make
employment decisions based on such test results.

Further elaboration of the ADA regulations is provided in the
"Appendix to Part 1630--Interpretive Guidance on Title I of the
Americans with Disabilities Act." In reference to Section
1630.3, the appendix states (inpart),

Part 1630 provides that an individual currently
engaging in the illegal use of drugs is not an
individual with a disability for purposes of this part
when the employer or other covered entity acts on the
basis of such use. Illegal use of drugs refers both to
the use of unlawful drugs, such as cocaine, and to the
unlawful use of prescription drugs.

Employers, for example, may discharge or deny
employment to persons who illegally use drugs, on the
basis of such use, without fear of being held liable
for discrimination. The term ’currently engaging’ is
not intended to be limited to the use of drugs on the

4



day of, or within a matter of days or weeks before, the
employment action in question. Rather, the provision
is intended to apply to the illegal use of drugs that
has occurred recently enough to indicate that the
individual is actively engaged in such conduct." ...

with regard to drug testing and history of illegal drug use, the
Appendix states:

Employers are entitled to seek reasonable assurances
that no illegal use of drugs is occurring or has
occurred recently enough so that continuing use is a
real and ongoing problem. The reasonable assurances
that employers may ask applicants or employees to
provide include evidence that the individual is
participating in a drug treatment program and/or
evidence, such as drug test results, to show that the
"individual is not currently engaging in the illegal use
of drugs. An employer, such as a law enforcement
agency, may also be able to impose a qualification
standard that excludes individuals with a history of
illegal use of drugs if it can show that the standard
is job-related and consistent with business necessity.

At the state level, the principal potential limitation upon
drug testing of Public employees is the constitutional right of
privacy, Article i, Section 1 of the California Constitution. To
date, there has been relatively little case law on whether or not
public employee drug testing violates that right of privacy, and
no definitive rulings from the California Supreme Court. Given
this current situation, the legality of peace officer applicant
drug testing under the state right of privacy is uncertain.

Once decided, two cases currently pending before the State
Supreme Court most likely will have great impact on the law in
this area: Hill v. NCAA (involving athlete drug testing) and
Soroka v. Dayton-Hudson Corp. (involving pre-employment
psychological screening). Among the issues raised in the pending
cases are: (i) whether the state right of privacy requires that
a procedure (such as drug testing) meet a compelling interest
test or a mere reasonableness standard, and (2) whether employee

applicants enjoy the same standard of protection under the right
of privacy as employees. Pending resolution of these issues by
the state Supreme Court, it remains an open question whether pre-
employment drug testing meets state constitutional standards.



TECHNICAL ISSUES

Specimens, Analytical Methodologies,
and Substances to be Tested

Once an agency has made the decision to proceed with pre-
employment drug screening, it must begin to grapple with a host
of technical and procedural issues including which substances are
to be tested? using what analytical methods? on what types of
specimens collected? under what conditions? As mentioned
previously, great deference will be given throughout these
guidelines to the National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA) 
these matters. NIDA, under the Department of Health and Human
Services is responsible for developing scientific and technical
guidelines for drug testing programs for federal agencies. The
issuance of the "Mandatory Guidelines for Federal Workplace Drug
Testing Programs" on April ii, 1988 established an industry
standard that is widely and highly respected. In fact, recent
years have seen federal legislation proposed in both houses which
would impose federal standards for drug testing in the private
sector. Further, there is apparent widespread support among
business and labor for a single federal standard that would apply
to all employee drug testing and would be preemptive of any state
laws.

Given this encompassing trend, and given the realization that the
HIDA guidelines should not be considered "immutable," much less
perfect, NIDA itself recently (1990) sponsored a Consensus
Conference to assess its guidelines and to develop recommen-
dations for change. Participants in the Consensus Conference
included politicians and government officials, representatives of

business, industry and labor, as well as laboratory scientists
and physicians. Their recommendations will also be cited
throughout these guidelines.

Specimens

For a number of reasons, NIDA states that urine continues to be
the best specimen for analysis in the context of detecting drug
use related to employment.

While analyses of blood for drugs may potentially provide more
specific indication of drug impairment, blood analysis generally
requires more sophisticated techniques of analysis, is more
invasive to obtain, and requires more trained personnel to
obtain. For these reasons, it is less suitable for use in mass
screening such as would be required for pre-employment purposes.
However, of those agencies with drug screening programs in place
that responded to the POST survey, almost 23% reported collection
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of blood specimens, presumably with satisfactory results. If an
agency should choose to collect blood samples rather than urine,
the same testing methodologies can generally be used (though
blood samples must be first prepared for testing by the
laboratory) and the same security precautions would apply;
however, the cost for processing blood samples is higher than for
urine.

Saliva and hair are among the easiest to obtain samples.
However, though drugs can be detected through both samples,
because of incomplete knowledge and lack of scientific data,
neither are recommended by NIDA for mass screening. The
following statement is from the 1990 NIDA Consensus Report -
resulting from its Consensus Conference:

Saliva, a biological fluid generally collected from
the parotid gland in the mouth has perhaps even more
difficulties and variables than a urine specimen, and,
therefore, may not provide any advantage other than
convenience of collection. The biodisposition and
kinetics of abused drugs in saliva are not well under-
stood and therefore interpretation of analytical data
cannot be made reliably. Recent research reports on the
analysis of hair have clearly indicated that there is a
great deal yet to be learned about the pharmacokinetics
of drugs in hair and the adequacy of hair as a specimen
for drug and metabolite analysis. Drugs of abuse and
their metabolites can be detected in hair but studies
have raised many questions about the nature and
specification of the hair sample, the dispositional kinetics
and reproducibility of results from hair analysis. It is,
therefore, too soon to adopt these alternative specimens
because there is clearly insufficient, established data
available, at present, for’their use in mass screening.

The NIDA Consensus Conference also addressed the acceptable
volume of urine needed for testing. Current NIDA Guidelines
require "at least 60 milliliters." This requirement, however,
has resulted in some difficulties in the real world setting.
Given this situation, the following recommendation was made: "A
urine volume of 30ml should be an acceptable specimen volume,
provided that it does not create any technical problems for the
laboratory."

AnalTtical Methodoloqies

The NIDA Guidelines require an initial test and a confirmatory
test for screening specimens. The initial screening and
confirmatory methods must be based on different chemical
principles or different chromatographic separations.
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Initial Test. The goal of the initial test (also known as 
screening test) is to eliminate negative urine specimens from
further consideration in a expeditious and inexpensive manner.
For this purpose, NIDA recommends an immunoassay which meets the
requirements of the Food and Drug Administration for commercial
distribution (FDA approved). Specimens that do not test negative
are considered presumptively positive.

Immunoassay tests work on the principle of competition between
labeled (known) and unlabeled antigens (drugs) for binding sites
on a specific antibody (a protein substance to which specific
drugs or drug metabolites will bind). Two types of immunoassay
are commonly used with urinalysis. They are radioimmunoassay
(RIA) and enzyme immunoassay (EIA). Two commonly used forms 
of these types of immunoassay tests are Abuscreen (a radio
immunoassay test) manufactured by Roche Diagnostics and Enzyme
Multiplied Immunoassay T@chnique (EMIT), manufactured by Syva
Company, and the most widely used enzyme immunoassay. A third
type of immunoassay test is fluorescein polarization immunoassay
(FPIA) which is the basis for Abbott Laboratories’ TDxToxicology/
Abused Drug Assays.

Immunoassays can produce false-positive results because
antibodies used in immunoassays can cross-react with related
drugs and sometimes even with unrelated compounds. This makes
confirmation of presumptively positive immunoassay results with
an independent procedure imperative. For the confirmatory test,
NIDA recommends using gas chromatography/mass spectrometry
(GC/MS).

Confirmatory Test. The gas chromatography/mass spectrometry
(GC/MS) confirmatory test recommended by NIDA is often referred
to as the "gold standard" in drug testing.

Gas chromatography separates a substance into its component parts
by using an inert gas, such as nitrogen or helium, as the moving
phase to transport a vaporized sample of a drug through a glass
column containing a coated packing. The column is stored within
a tubing; when the components leave the tubing, they enter into a
detector that registers the presence of the component and its
quantity.

Mass spectrometry is based on the fact that molecules of known
substances will exhibit characteristic spectra patterns when
fragmented and that one fragmentation pattern is peculiar to one
compound. Mass spectrometry can detect the presence of a
substance and its concentration with great accuracy; however,
the substance must be in pure form. Therefore, chromatography
testing is needed as a preparatory step.
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When the efficient separating power of gas chromatography is
combined with the high sensitivity and specificity of mass
spectrometry, accuracy can approach 99 percent. POST survey
results indicate that by far, GC/MS is the most widely used
confirmatory test by California law enforcement agencies.

Substances to be Tested

Currently, NIDA Guidelines identify five drugs (or classes of
drugs) for which specimens should be tested. Those drugs, along
with recommended cutoff levels for both initial and confirmatory
tests are indicated beIow. (See Appendix 3 for more information
on drugs.)

Marijuana metabolites
Cocaine metabolites
Opiate metabolites
Phencyclidine
Amphetamines

Initial
test level

(ng/ml)

i00
300
300*

25
1,000

*25ng/ml if immunoassay specific for free morphine.

Confirmatory
test level

(ng/ml)

Marijuana metaboliteI 15
Cocaine metabolitez

150
Opiates:

Morphine *300
Codeine *300

Phencyclidine 25
Amphetamines:

Amphetamine . 500
Methamphetamlne 500

~Delta-9-tetrahydrocannabinol-9-carboxylic acid.
2Benzoylecgonine.

NIDA considered incidence and prevalence of abuse of these drugs
in the general population and also within the workforces of the
Departments of Defense and Transportation as criteria for
selecting these five drugs for testing.
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During the NIDA Consensus Conference, the addition of other drugs
as well as revised cut-off levels for currently screened drugs
were considered. Some of the Consensus Statements on these
issues follow:

Additional drugs should be considered for inclusion in
urine testing protocols when they can be justified as
special problems in particular workplace environments.

Drugs that might be considered included the
benzodiazepines, barbiturates, and other selected
psychoactive agents.

With regard to revised cut-off values, the Consensus Conference
issued the following recommendations:

Cannabinoids (delta-9-THC-acid) - reduce the screening
cut-off from i00 ng/ml to 50ng/ml; the confirmation
cut-off level should remain unchanged at 15ng/ml.
Cocaine (benzoylecgonine) - reduce the present
screening cut-off level to 200 ng/ml and the
confirmation level to i00 ng/ml. No changes are
recommended for the opiates and phencyclidine.

For the amphetamine(s) a study should be undertaken 
critically evaluate present data for the purpose of
recommending lower cut-off levels for both screening
and confirmation...

All of the present cut-off levels should be retained
until a careful laboratory evaluation of the
recommended changes has been completed.

Anabolic Steroids. The abuse of anabolic steroids, synthetic
male hormones used to build muscle tissue, is becoming of
increasing concern to many law enforcement agencies. Detection
of abuse through pre-employment drug screening, however, may not
be the most effective and efficient method available. Steroids
occur naturally in the body, and the laboratory test for
detection is less reliable than are tests for other substances.
In addition, the test is very costly. For these reasons, a more
effective means of detection may be through the background
investigation process.
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Laboratories

Selection of a reputable, highly accurate laboratory to analyze
specimens is essential to the success of a drug testing program.
To ensure the highest level of laboratory accuracy possible for
federal drug testing programs, NIDA in July of 1988 instituted a
National Laboratory Certification Program under criteria
established by the Mandatory Guidelines for Federal Workplace
Drug Testing Programs, Subpart C. Among its stringent
requirements, this program provides for periodic on-site
inspections; every-other-month performance testing; requirements
for laboratory personnel, chain of custody, security, documenta-
tion, storage, etc.; and of course, the capability (at the same
laboratory site) to perform both initial immunoassays and
confirmatory GC/MS tests.

NIDA certified labs will also provide required chain
forms, specimen bottles and materials used to secure
and may provide testing consent forms.

of custody
specimens,

Monthly, NIDA publishes the most recent information on
laboratories certified under their National Laboratory
Certification Program (see Appendix 4). There are currently
eight laboratories in California that are NIDA certified.

Another certification program is administered by the College of
American Pathologists (CAP) 325 Waukegana Road, Northfield,
Illinois 60093-2750. Currently there are five laboratories in
California that are accredited under CAP’s Forensic Urine Drug
Testing Laboratories program. All five laboratories are also
NIDA.certified.

Once again, because the selection of a laboratory is an essential
element to the success of the entire program, it is recommended
that a NIDA or CAP certified laboratory be chosen.I

IThis recommendation does not, however, preclude the existence
of non-certified laboratories that may have the experience and
technical ability to conduct proficient forensic testing.
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PROCEDURAL ISSUES

In any successful drug screening program, procedures that ensure
the integrity and security of the samples are critical. This
section addresses such issues as collection site security, chain
of custody, personal privacy, etc. Current practices in
California law enforcement agencies are reported as well as
recommendations from the model drug testing policy provided by
the International Association of Chiefs of Police (see Appendix
5), and procedures recommended by NIDA.

’r

NIDA Recommendations

The Specimen Collection Procedures from the NIDA Guidelines,

though, lengthy, are particularly comprehensive and are worthy of
revlew:

2.2 Specimen Collection Procedures.

(a) Designation of Collection Site. Each agency
drug testing program shall have one or more designated
collection sites which have all necessary personnel,
materials, equipment, facilities, and supervision to
provide for the collection, security, temporary
storage, and shipping or transportation of urine
specimens to a certified drug testing laboratory.

(b) Security. Procedures shall provide for the
designated collection site to be secure. If a
collection site facility is dedicated solely to urine
collection, it shall be secure at all times. If a
facility cannot be dedicated solely to drug testing,
the portion of the facility used for testing shall be
secured during drug testing.

(c) Chain of Custody. Chain of custody
standardized forms shall be properly executed by
authorized collection site personnel upon receipt of
specimens. Handling and transportation of urine
specimens from one authorized individual or place to
another shall always be accomplished through chain of
custody procedures. Every effort shall be made to
minimize the number of persons handling specimens.

(d) Aqcess to Authorized Personnel Only. No
unauthorized personnel shall be permitted in any part
of the designated collection site when urine specimens
are collected or stored.
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(e) Privacy. Procedures for collecting urine
specimens shall allow individual privacy unless there
is reason to believe that a particular individual may
alter or substitute the specimen tobe provided.

(f) Integrity and Identlty of Specimen. Agencies
shall take precautions to ensure that a urine specimen
not be adulterated or diluted during the collection
procedure and that information on the urine bottle and
in the record book can identify the individual from
whom the specimen was collected. The following minimum
precautions shall be taken to ensure that unadulterated
specimens are 0bta~n and correctly ide~tified~

(I) To deter the dilution of specimens at the
collection site, toilet bluing agents shall be placed
in toilet tanks wherever possible, so the reservoir of
water in the toilet bowl always remains blue. There
shall be no other source of water (e.g., no shower or
sink) in the enclosure where urination occurs.

(2) When an individual arrives at the collection
site, the collection site person shall request the
individual to present photo identification. If the
individual does not have proper photo identification,
the collection site person shall contact the supervisor
of the individual, the coordinator of the drug testing
program, or any other agency official who can
positively identifythe individual. If the
individual’s identity cannot be established, the
collection site person shall not proceed with the
collection.

(3) If the individual fails to arrive at the
assigned time, the collection site person shall contact
the appropriate authority to obtain guidance on the
action to be taken.

(4) The collection site person shall ask the
individual to remove any unnecessary outer garments
such as a coat or jacket that might conceal items or
substances that could be used to tamper with or
adulterate the individual’s urine specimen. The
collection site person shall ensure that all personal
belongings such as a purse or briefcase remain with the
outer garments. The individual may retain his or her
wallet.

(5) The individual shall be instructed to wash and
dry his or her hands prior to urination.
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(6) After washing hands, the individual shall
remain in the presence of the collection site person
and shall not have access to any water fountain,
faucet, soap dispenser, cleaning agent or any other
materials which could be used to adulterate the
specimen.

(7) The individual may provide his/her specimen 
the privacy of a stall or otherwise partitioned area
that allows for individual privacy.

(8) The collection site person shall note any
unusual behavior or appearance in the permanent record
book.

(9) In the exceptional event that an agency-
designated collection site is not accessible and there
is an immediate requirement for specimen collection
(e.g., an accident investigation), a public rest room
may be used according to the following procedures: A
collection site person of the same gender as the
individual shall accompany the individual into the
public rest room which shall be made secure during the
collection procedure. If possible, a toilet bluing
agent shall be placed in the bowl and any accessible
toilet tank. The collection site person shall remain
in the rest room, but outside the stall, until the
specimen is collected. If no bluing agent is available
to deter specimen dilution, the collection site person
shall instruct the individual not to flush the toilet
until the specimen is delivered to the collection site
person. After the collection siteperson has
possession of the specimen, the individual will be
instructed to flush the toilet and to participate with
the collection site person in completing the chain of
custody procedures.

(i0) Upon receiving the specimen from the
individual, the collection site person shall determine
that it contains at least 60 milliliters of urine. If
there is less than 60 milliliters of urine in the
container, additional urine shall be collected in a
separate container to reach a total of 60 milliliters
of urine. (The temperature of the partial specimen in
each separate container shall be measured in accordance
with paragraph (f) (12) of this section, and the partial
specimens shall be combined in one container.) The
individual may be given a reasonable amount of liquid
to drink for this purpose (e.g., a glass of water). If
the individual fails for any reason to provide 60
milliliters of urine, the collection site person shall
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contact the appropriate authority to obtain guidance on
the action to be taken.

(ii) After the specimen has been provided and
submittedto the collection site person, the individual
shall be allowed to wash his or her hands.

(12) Immediately after the specimen is collected,
the collection site person shall measure the
temperature of the specimen. The temperature measuring
device used must accurately reflect the temperature of
the specimen and not contaminate the specimen. The
time from Urinationtotemperature measurement is
critical and in no case shall exceed 4 minutes.

(13) If the temperature of a specimen is outside
the range of 32.50-37.7°C/90.5°-99.8°F, that is a reason
to believe that the individual may have.altered or
substituted the specimen, and another specimen shall be
collected under direct observation of a same gender
collection site person and both specimens shall be
forwarded to the laboratory for testing. An individual
may volunteer to have his or her oral temperature taken
to provide evidence to counter the reason to believe
the individual may have altered or substituted the
specimen caused by the specimen’s temperature falling
outside the prescribed range.

(14) Immediately after the specimen is collected,
the collection site person shall also inspect the
specimen to determine its color and look for any signs
of contaminants. Any unusual findings shall be noted
in the permanent record book.

(15) All specimens suspected of being adulterated
shall be forwarded to the laboratory for testing.

(16) Whenever there is reason to believe that 
particular individual may alter or substitute the
specimen to be provided, a second specimen shall be
obtained as soon as possible under the direct
observation of a same gender collection site person.

(17) Both the individual being tested and the
collection site person shall keep the specimen in view
at all times prior to its being sealed and labeled. If

the specimen is transferred to a second bottle, the
collection site person shall request the individual to
observe the transfer of the specimen and the placement
of the tamperproof seal over the bottle cap and down
the sides of the bottle.
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(18)
shall be
outlined

The collection site person and the individual
present at the same time during procedures
in paragraphs (f) (19)-(f) (22) of this 

(19) The collection site person shall place
securely on the bottle an identification label which
contains the date, the individual’s specimen number,
and any other identifying information provided or
required by the agency.

(20) The individual shall initial the
identification label on the specimen bottle for the
purpose of certifying that it is the specimen collected
from him or her.

(21) The collection site person shall enter in the
permanent record book all information identifying the
specimen. The collection site person shall sign the
permanent record book next to the identifying
information.

(22) The individual shall be asked to read and
sign a statement in the permanent record book
certifying that the specimen identified as having been
collected from him or her is in fact that specimen he
or she provided.

(23) A higher level supervisor shall review and
concur in advance with any decision by a collection
site person to obtain a specimen under the direct
observation of a same gender collection site person
based on a reason to believe that the individual may
alter or substitute the specimen to be provided.

(24) The collection site person shall complete the
chain of custody form.

(25) The urine specimen and chain of custody form
are now ready for shipment. If the specimen is not
immediately prepared for shipment, it shall be
appropriately safeguarded during temporary storage.

(26) While any part of the above chain of custody
procedures is being performed, it is essential that the
urine specimen and custody documents be under the
control of the involved collection site person. If the
involved collection site person leaves his or her work
station momentarily, the specimen and custody form
shall be taken with him or her or shall be secured.
After the collection site person returns to the work
station, the custody process will continue. If the
collection site person is leaving for an extended
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period of time, the specimen shall be packaged for
mailing before he or she leaves the site.

(g) Collection Control. To the maximum extent
possible, collection site personnel shall keep the
individual’s specimen bottle within sight both before
and after the individual has urinated. After the
specimen is collected, it shall be properly sealed and
labeled. An approved chain of custody form shall be
used for maintaining control and accountability of each
specimen from the point of collection to final
disposition of the specimen. The date and purpose

_ _ shall be documented on an approved chain of custody
form each time a specimen is handled or transferred and
every individual in the chain shall be identified.
Every effort shall be made to minimize the number of
persons handling specimens.

(h) Transportation to Laboratory. Collection site
personnel shall arrange to ship the collected specimens
to the drug testing laboratory. The specimens shall Me
placed in containers designed to minimize the
possibility of damage during shipment, for.example,
specimen boxes or padded mailers; and those containers
shall be securely sealed to eliminate the possibility
of undetected tampering. On the tape sealing the
container, the collection site supervisor shall sign
and enter the date specimens were sealed in the
containers for shipment. The collection site personnel
shall ensure that the chain of custody documentation is
attached to each container sealed for shipment to the
drug testing laboratory.

4

Comments on NIDA Specimen Collection Procedures

Though the NIDA Guidelines may appear imposing in their detail,
it is important to note that many successful challenges to drug
testing results are based on breaches in security. The following
is a statement from the NIDA Consensus Conference:

The specimen is considered to be the total volume of
urine collected and supplied to the laboratory, and
any aliquot or portion taken from it. The specimen
particularly, and aliquots ~aken from it, Constitute
the physical evidence upon which analytical procedures
are used to produce information to decide whether drug
use has occurred. A decision that drug use has
occurred can be challenged; it must be defendable in a
legal setting and, therefore, specimen management is a
critical issue. Inadequacies in the specimen which are
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a result of mismanagement, can negate or reverse any
decision made from the testing procedure. Management
problems are the most common and most successfully
challenged deficiencies in forensic urine drug testing.
They include misidentification of the specimen, non-
identification, contamination, substitution,
adulteration, and loss... [emphasis added]

IACP Drug Testing - Model Policy

While the model IACP drug testing policy concerns itself
similarly with maintaining the integrity of the drug testing
process, it differs from the NIDA Guidelines in two procedural
areas.

Specimen Collection - Direct Observation

The IACP model, which applies to all applicants, probationary,
and sworn employees, recommends that, "Testing personnel of the
same sex as the employee shall observe production of the urine
sample." [emphasis added] The NIDA Guidelines, by comparison,
require direct observation only in collection of a second
specimen when there is reason to believe that the first specimen
has been altered or substituted.

Specimen Collection - split sample

The split sample technique involves dividing a urine specimen
into two parts, one for immediate testing, the other to be held
in storage in case of the need for confirmation analysis or
reanalysis. The IACP model program makes provision for requests
for split samples; NIDA Guidelines do not.

When the NIDA Guidelines were first adopted, the split sample
technique was not included because it was viewed as "cumbersome
and expensive," carrying with it the potential increased "risk
of administrative error by doubling the labeling, initialing,
storage, and accountability requirements." The NIDA Consensus
Conference, however, has subsequently stated that, "Split urine
specimens should be permitted provided they are both part of the
same specimen and are handled with identical safeguards." This
recommendation was made after taking into account the fact that
many employers in the private sector have binding labor
agreements which require split samples. However, in the absence
of such agreements, the inclusion of the split sample technique
in a drug testing program may unnecessarily add additional
handling and expense.
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Current Practices in
California Law Enforcement Agencies

In the POST Survey a number of questions dealt with how those
California agencies with pre-employment drug screening programs
handle the procedural aspects of their programs.

By far, the majority of California agencies with drug testing
programs collect specimens at the time and site of the medical
examination. Most give no more than one week’s advance
notification to the applicants or no notification at all. (See
Appendix 6 for approximate lengths of time drugs are detectable.)
Medical personnel (examining physicians or physicians’ designees)
are responsible for specimen collection in the majority of cases,
and presumably take responsibility for security precautions
including applicant identification, specimen handling and chain
of custody forms. Approximately one-third of the agencies with
drug testing programs practice observed sample collection.

4

Applicant Consent Form

Other Issues

All applicants should be asked to sign a consent form which
authorizes the test and authorizescommunication of the test¯

results to the employer. To ensure that an informed consent is
given, the form should disclose who will have access to the test
results, the consequences of a positive result, and the
consequences of a refusal to sign the consent form.

The consent form should also include a section which gives the
applicant an opportunity to list all medications, alcohol or
controlled substances which may be detected in the drug testing.
Such information would be reviewed by the Medical Review Officer
(see below) in the event of a positive test result and could
provide important information in regard to a positive finding.
An example of such a form used by a California law enforcement
agency is shown in Appendix 7.

Medical Review Officer

NIDA defines the Medical Review Officer (MRO) as ’;a licensed
physician responsible for receiving laboratory results generated
by an agency’s drug testing program who has knowledge of
substance abuse disorders and has appropriate medical training to
interpret and evaluate an individual’s positive test result
together with his or her medical history and any other relevant
biomedical information."
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It is the job of the Medical Review Officer to conduct the final
review of test results. The Medical Review Officer looks for
possible alternate medical explanations for positive test results
by conducting medical interviews with applicants, reviewing
applicants’ medical histories or any other relevant biomedical
factors, or reviewing medical records made available by the
tested individual that may reveal use of legally prescribed
medication.

The Medical Review Officer may be an employee of the hiring
agency, a Contract physician, or may be provided by the
laboratory providing the testing services. Currently, there is
no certification program for MROs; however, at the NIDA Consensus
Conference, it was recommended that:

e Medical Review officers should be licensed doctors
of medicine or osteopathy.

e A comprehensive, continuing education program that
addresses all aspects of MRO function (not just drug
abuse recognition) should be developed.

Professional associations, forensic toxicologists and
others should be involved in developing guidelines for
continuing education.

e Maintenance of adequate continuing education and
training in MRO functions should be required for MROs.

MROs should be required to develop standard operating
procedures that clearly define how all MRO functions
are addressed.

Four programs that now provide MRO training are the American
College of Occupational Medicine, the American Society of
Addiction Medicine, the Federal Aviation Administration, and
Employee Health Programs.

6

Length of Specimen Storage and Testing Records

NIDA Guidelines require that positive urine specimens be retained
and placed in properly secured long-term frozen storage (-20 ° C
or less) for a minimum of 1 year. This practice assures that the
specimens will be available for any necessary retest during
administrative or disciplinary proceedings. NIDA also requires
that "...all records pertaining to a given urine specimen shall
be retained by the drug testing laboratory for a minimum of 2
years."

california law enforcement agencies adhere to similar practices.
According to the POST survey, typically only those specimens that
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test positive are retained. The most common period of retention
of positive specimens is 12 months.

Confidentiality

The sensitive nature of records pertaining to drug testing make
it apparent that they should be handled confidentially. The IACP
model policy states, "All records pertaining to department
required drug tests shall remain confidential, and shall not be
provided to other employers or agencies without the written ~
permission of the person whose r@cords are sought." The IACP
includes as confidential "...pre-test consent forms, interviews
containing lists of prescribed drugs used, preliminary test
results, and any other written documentation of the drugtest."

As indicated in the POST survey, about one half of those agencies
with a drug testing program in place have an appeals procedure.
However, very few (less than one percent) of disqualified
applicants ever appeal the decision.

For many agencies, pre-existing appeals requirements and
procedures may exist for local civil service pursuant to the
city/county charter, city/county ordinances, or city/county
regulations.

Resources

Two particularly useful services provided by NIDA are their toll-
free helpline and their clearinghouse. The helpline is staffed
until 8:00 p.m. (eastern time zone) to accommodate the west coast
and provides information to employers who want to establish drug
free workplace policies and programs. The NIDA Clearinghouse for
Alcohol and Drug Information provides NIDA publications free of
charge and produces a catalog of its most recent documents.
To contact either of these resources, agencies may contact:

NIDA Drug Free Workplace Helpline
1-800-843-4971

NIDA Clearinghouse for Alcohol and Drug Information
1-800-729-6686
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SUMMARY

A law enforcement agency’s decision to institute a pre-employment
drug screening program must be made locally on an agency-by-
agency basis. It should take into account such factors as the
prevalence of drug abuse in the geographical recruitment area,
the types of drugs abused, the perceived cost effectiveness of
drug screening, and the effectiveness of other procedures for
detecting drug abusers, such as the polygraph, background
investigation, or medical examination.

These guidelines were developed with the intention of providing
a foundation upon which those agencies that choose to institute
pre-employment drug testing can build a program. Extensive
reference is made to the NIDA Guidelines and recommendations
because they are by far the most widely recognized and thoroughly
researched. However, unquestioned wholesale adoption of the NIDA
Guidelines is neither necessary nor recommended.

For example, the NIDA Guidelines recommend that testing be
conducted for five drugs only, based on a variety of factors, not
the least of which is the incidence of abuse of different
substances. However, NIDA acknowledges that there are many other
drugs that are misused or abused and that such misuse or abuse
can result in impaired behavior in the workplace. Once again,
each agency considering a drug screening program must decide,
based on local factors, the drugs for which it will screen.

Whether the decision is to test for the five NIDA recommended
drugs or to tailor the testing to local conditions, POST strongly
recommends that the NIDA procedures for guarding the integrity of
the process be followed (see pp. 13-18). Following NIDA’s
carefully considered security procedures will help to ensure the
success of any pre-employment drug testing program.
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Aliquot - A portion of a specimen used for testing

Chain of Custody - Procedures to account for the integrity of
each urine specimen by tracking its handling and storage from
point of specimen collection to final disposition of the
specimen, using a chain of custody form.

Collection Site - A place designated by the agency where
individuals present themselves for the purpose of providing a
specimen of their urine to be analyzed for the presence of drugs.

collection Site Person - A person who instructs and assists
individuals at a collection site and who receives and makes an
initial examination of the urine specimen provided by those
individuals.

Confirmatory Test - A second analytical procedure to identify the
presence of a specific drug or metabolite which is independent of
the initial test and which uses a different technique and
chemical principle from that of the initial test in order to
ensure reliability and accuracy.

Cross Reactivity - The degree to which an antibody interacts with
antigens other than the one used to produce the antibody. This
is a property of nearly all naturally derived antibodies.

Cutoff Level (Threshold) Va lue se rving as an adm inistrative
breakpoint (or cutoff point) for labeling a result positive 
negative.

False Negative - A test result which states that no drug is
present when, in fact, a tested drug or metabolite is present in
an amount greater than the threshold or cut-off amount.

False Positive - A test result which states that a drug or
metabolite is present when, in fact, the drug or metabolite is
not present or is in an amount less than the threshold or cut-off
value.

Gas Chromatography/Mass Spectrometry (GC/MS) Th e in strumental
technique which couples the powerful separation potential of gas
chromatography with the specific characterization ability of mass
spectroscopy.

Immunoassay - The measurement of an antigen-antibody interaction
utilizing such procedures as immunofluorescence,
radioimmunoassay, enzyme immunoassay or other nonradioisotopic
techniques. In drug testing, the antigen is a drug or metabolite
and its corresponding labeled analog; the antibody is a protein
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grown in an animal and directed towards a specific drug,
metabolite or group of similar compounds.

Initial Testing Procedures - The initial test, or screening test,
is used to identify those specimens which are negative for the
presence of drugs or their metabolites. These specimens need no
further examination and need not undergo a more costly
confirmation test.

Mass Spectrometry - Analysis using an analytical instrument that
provides accurate information about the molecular mass and
structure of complex molecules. This technique can identify and
quantify extremely small amounts of drugs or metabolites by their
mass’fragment spectrum. -

Medical Revlew Officer - A licensed physician responsible for
receiving laboratory results generated by an agency’s drug
testing program who has knowledge of substance abuse disorders
and has appropriate medical training to interpret and evaluate an
individual’s positive test result together with his or her
medical history and any other relevant biomedical information.

Metabolite - A compound produced from chemical changes of a drug
in the body.

ng/ml ~ Nanogram per milliliter. A nanogram is one billionth of
a gram.

Split Specimen - The practice of dividing a urine specimen into
two portions, one of which may be submitted for analysis and the
other preserved by freezing for the confirmation analysis or
reanalysis.

Verified Positive Test Result - A test result that was positive
on both the initial and confirmatory tests, and reviewed and
verified by the Medical Review Officer.
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State of Ca1£foznla

MEMORANDUM

To : Interested Agencies Datez January 22, 1991

From

Subject

Executive Direct0r ..............
Commission on Peace OfEicer 8tandaz~e and Training

Pre-Employment Drug Screening Survey Results

Thank you for taking the time to respond to the POST Survey
of Local Agency Pre-Employment Drug Testing Policies And
Practices.

Attached per your request is a summary of the survey
results. As you will note, the overall return rate for the
survey was a gratifying 78%.

The survey findings were presented to the Commission at its
January 17, 1991 meeting. Upon review of the findings, the
Commission directed staff to develop pre-employment drug
screening guidelines for distribution to all agencies in the
POST program. The guidelines will be drafted and presented
to the Commission for final approval in late July. Assuming
Commission approval is granted, a copy of the guidelines
will be mailed to each agency in the POST program shortly
thereafter.

Thank you again for your assistance. Should you have any
questions about the survey methodology or results, please
contact Dr. John Berner, at (916) 739-3872.

Attachment



SURVEY RESULTS

LOCAL AGENCY PRE-EMPLOYMENT DRUG SCREENING PRACTICES

Response Rate:

451 of the 580 agencies surveyed returned completed
questionnaires, representing an overall return rate of
77.8%. The return rate for sheriffs’ departments was
87.9%; for municipal police departments 78.8%. .....

Prevalence of Pre-Employment Drug Screening Programs:

Slightly over one-third of the responding agencies (35.9%)
reported having a drug screening program. Drug testing was
more frequently reported as being conducted by municipal

police departments (46.4%) than by sheriffs, departments
(33.3%) or "other" departments (12.4%). Testing was 
more frequently reported by agencies located in the
southern part of the state (44.9%) than by agencies located
in the central (34.2%) or northern (28.0%) regions. Among
municipal police and sheriffs’ departments, large
departments more often reported drug nesting (59.3%) than
medium-sized departments (43.2%) or small departments
(39.3%)."

Characteristics of Existing Pre-Employment Drug Screening
Programs:

On average, existing drug screening programs have been in
place 3.0 years.

The most frequently cited reasons for implementing a
program were concerns over increased drug use by the public
at large (83.3%) and dissatisfaction with other screening
procedures for detecting past/current drug users (37.0%).

The vast majority of agencies with a program report being
either "very satisfied" (45.3%) or "satisfied" (45.9%) 
the program.

Urine specimens are analyzed in almost nine out of every
ten programs (88.9%); blood specimens were reported 
being collected as part of 22.8% of the programs (some
agencies reported collecting either or both). Specimens
are most often collected at the time of the pre-employment

1"Other" agencies includes college/university police
departments, state agencies, marshals’ offices, etc.

2For purposes of data analysis, "large" agencies were
defined as those with over 200 employees, "medium-sized" agencies

.as those with 50 to 200 employees, and "small" agencies as those
with fewer than 50 employees.



medical examination (84°2%), and the candidate is typically
given no advancenotificationthat a specimen will be

-c°11ected~(42~0%), or~is~given~lees than one week’s advance~
notification (19.1%).

The most common p!ecaut~ionsused, to ensure the integrity of

tes~ing~are~sealing~the~sp ecimen~in tamper-proof~bags or
with tamper-proof~tape:(56~2%);questioning the~candidate
at the time of specimen collection as to the use of
prescription or non-prescription medications (53.1%); using
chain-of-custodyforms(46.3%); requiring photo
identification at the time of specimen collection (41.4%);
and observing the candidate during specimen collection
(35.8%).

Typically only those specimen~ that test positive are
retained, with the most common retention period being 12
months.

Approximately four out of ten survey respondents (40.7%)
were unable to identify the specific test protocol used for
~ screening. Among those who had this knowledge, the
EMIT (Enzyme Multiplied Immunoassay Technique) protocol was
most often reported (54.2%).

A like number of respondents (38.9%) were unaware of the
protocol used for ~ testing. Gas
Chromatography/Mass Spectrometry (GC/MS) was most often
reported as the test used among those Who knew (72.7%).

Very little reliable information was obtained regarding the
costs to local agencies for testing, and thus no results
are reported in the attachment by specific test. Best
estimates based on the limited cost data that were provided
are that per candidate costs average about $30 for initial
testing and $37 for confirmatory testing. For those
agencies that pay a flat per candidate fee (which covers
both initial testing and confirmatory testing, if
necessary) the average cost was found to be $54. Fees were
found to vary considerably, with larger agencies generally
paying less per candidate. The lowest reported per
candidate fees were $7 for initial testing and $17 for
confirmatory testing.

The substances most often reported as being tested for were
cocaine (89.5%), amphetamines (88.3%), barbiturates
(83.3%), marijuana (83.3%), and phencyclidine (74.1%).
Slightly more than one in five agencies (20.4%) reported
that they also test for steroids. The specific substances
tested for were "unknown" by 6.2% of the agencies.

Approximately one-third of the agencies were unable to
provide estimates of the percentages of candidates who test
positive for each of the various substances. For those who
did provide this information, the ave e vea positive

¯



test rate (i.e., *hit rate" for all substances combined)
was .91%, and 74.5% of the agencies reported never having a
candidate test positive. B~individualsubstance, the
highest average positive test result rates were for
marijuana (.23%) and cocaine (.21%). In general, 
reported percentages of candidates who test positive were
not found to vary as a function of agency type, agency
size, or geographic location.

Approximately half of the agencies (49.3%) reported that
they have an appeal process for those candidates who test
positive. The average reported appeal rate was less than
one percent (.9%).

Slightly less than one in five (17.9%) of the agencies that
reported not having a drug screening program indicated that
they gave serious consideration to implementing such a
program and then decided against doing so. The reasons
most often cited for deciding against implementation were
legal concerns (50.0%) and funding concerns (31.3%).

As shown in the responses to question #24 below, agency
preferences with respect to POST involvement in pre-
employment drug screening vary considerably. No
significant differences in the pattern of responses to this
question were found by agency type, agency size, or
geographic location. Interestingly, those agencies that
currently have a drug screening program more frequently
expressed a preference for einher alternative a (POST
should take no action; 7.3%) or alternative d (POST should
require drug screening, but leave the specifics to local
agencies; 17.2%).

24.

a.

b.

C ¯

d.

Check below the statement which best
describes your preference with respect to
POST involvement in pre-employment drug
testing: (check one)

POST should take no action [5.1%]

POST should provide general
those agencies that wish to
own programs [24.9%]

information to
establish their

POST should publish drug testing guidelines
for use by local agencies [32.5%]

POST should reauire that all agencies
conduct pre-employment drug testing, but
leave the specifics as to testing procedures
and screening criteria to the discretion of
the local agency [11.8%]

3



e.

f.

POST should reuuire that all agencies
conduct pre-employment drug testing and
should further sPecifY the testing
Procedures and screenin~ criteria that must
be used [24.7%)

Other (specify) [1.2%]

PolygraphTesting:

Several questions were also asked about pre-employment
polygraph examinations. Approximately half of the agencies
(49.1%)reported using pre-employment polygraphs. Most
frequently, the polygraph is administered to all candidates
(82.5% of the time), as opposed to selectively. Seventy-
one percent of the agencies reported that private firms
conduct all or some of the exams. With few exceptions,
questions about prior/current drug use are a routine part
of the exams.

4
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POSTSURVEY OF LOCAL AGENCY PRE.EMPLOYMENT
DRUG TESTING POLICIES AND-PRACTICES=

O{ PAJll M~Ni"
iX} ~II~WNTE IN~

"tOUR NAME
I OA’I1E rff"i~ "t--~

TELEPHONE NUMBER

( 

#22.1fy°or agency does not ¢~T~ntly Imm a prc-emploTmeM drug tosdng program, check ( J) hera [] and proceed to Question

i. How long has your ngency ~ u prc-e--_ployment drar ~s~S p,oo~,." AV~ : ~ years ~ months

J. Approximately how many ~$ have been tested to d~e? A’4C~ "l._l.ZZTr~.l

3. Approximately what percentage of candidates fail to appeur for drug tosdng? ~vG : .5~ %
4. What prompted your agency to insr~tuto a drug tesdng program? (check all that apply)

~ 3"~a. [ J Concerns over increused drug use by public ot large

3"l.o’f,b. L I Dissotisfaction with other procedu.~es for ~lentifying pusOcurrent drug users (e.g., buckgrow~l investigotion)
t L i %c. F I Instances of unlawful ~elpossession of illegal drugs by incumbent officers
|0.5~,4. [ I Instances o/misuse/abuse o/controlled substances by incumbent officers (e.g., alcohol, prescrzption medications)
|Z.3~e.. [. I Action iniqatard by City Council, Board of SupervisorL etc.
~..Z~. L ] Concerns from outside the agency (e g.. cUi:ens" groups)

2.S.cl ~. I_ J Experiences reported by other departments with drug testing programs
[ ¢ .[ ’f#~. [ ] Costs to con4uct such a program became reusorknb~

t(~ .O~i. I ] Concerns over legality of zuzh programJ lessened (case ~ dec~ions){3.~J. [ :Other(specify)

5. llave there been any organi~d objections to the program? Pleuse explain.

6. In general, how ¢atlcfwd arc you with the program? (check one)
~Jora.$%a. J I Very soti~fied O.¢~ff~ c. [] Dissalizfied
~,~.¢{~. I ! Sozisfied 7,5 % e. [] Too early to tell

.O.~ % d. [-7 Very disscaisfied

7. With respect to your program, what type of specimen is collected and analyzed?

2.2..q~%[_"J Blood ~.q~ Urine [.~[] Other(specify)

8. How mauy specimcns are collect~d from each candlda~?
~’J:LZ%I-’J One ~q.~,~(~ Two ZL.O’~] Don’tknow

9. When are the specimens collected? (check one)

~.1%a. I ] Just prior to the medical examination

~r.Zcl.b. [ I At the time of the medical exan, unaZion
O.b%c. [ I Just prior to the background investigation

.3%d. I [ At the time of the background investigatton

"7.off. e. J_ I ?~m~ng of speconen collection varies
t.q~J~. [-] Other(specify)

/0. " ¯ ¯ .How fur In advance are cand~zlatcs notified of the actual nine and date when the $peci~(s) will be collected?
(check one)

~’TL.°~I. a. [ I No prior noti~cotion ix given
~’l%h. I I 24 hoursorless
b.OcUl.c. I I 48 hours or less

"I.o%d. I I 72 hours or less
~q.t’t,c. I I One weckor less

33~" I I Two weeks or less - .

[5.q’15’ [ ] Other(spec~f~) .....



I I. Where are the s~cmens ~11¢~? (c~ck one)
~. ~ % o. [ " l On sac (at the del~u~nt)

qO.’~ % b. J I At t~ s~ of t~ nv.di~ exammation
3.?-% c~ I I At the lab where the specimens are analyzed
t . ~ % d. [ J Site varies depending on circwmtances
1.3%e. [ ] Other(specify)
! 2. Who enUcets tl~ specimen.T? (cheek one)

Or.q.if, ,. i [ Department staff
~(p.| % h j I Medical personnel (examining physicmn or phy.tician~+ designee)

"1.o % ~:. I I Staff(tom lab that analy:es the specimen
o.C,%,t. I I Varies depending on circumstances
I,q’~oe. l:~t other (specify) ..........

13. What preca~io~ are ~n to ens~ the int¢grity of ~e tesang I*mcns? (cheek all that apply)
a.~.~.’lo a. -] Collection site is searched before collection of each specimen

3G.~ % b. I’J Candidates are obsarved daring specimen collection
ori.~ qo c~ [-_j Candidates are required to present photo ID at time of specimen calh’ction
~ . $% d. [~ Candidates are advised in advance agau~t, use of certain non.prescription medications

5 ~. 1% e. [ _7 Candidates are qacstioned at tur~ of specimen collection concerning ase of prescription and non-prescription
medications

qt4,.3 % [. I I Castody o/specimens is documented via chain of castody forrns

5C,.~. n, g. I I Specunens are sealed in tamper-proof bags or with tamper.proD/tape
t o~.~r %h. [ [ Other(specify)

14. Who analyras Oar specimens? (check one)
’b.2."/,, a. [_i] Department staff do initial testing, with confirmation testing done by omsido soarce

"12..~ ¢1~ b. ~ Staff at privately owned lab do all testing
3.~rL, c. [’_] Staff at publicly Owned lab do all testing

t5.~,’% d. [-I Staff at location of n~dical examination do all testing
~.t~%e. I I Other (SpeCify)

15. Ilow long are the spccimt~r kept? (check one)
| 0,~ % a. I 1 All specimens are destroyed immediately after analysis
Id¢.1% b. I [ Only those specimens that test positive are retained--retention period unknown or varies

21,.¢1 °1, c. I [ Only those specimens that test positive are retained-retention period is __ months (specify) A~I~ " t 3.q
~,.oe old d. I [ All specuner~ are retained.-retention period unknown or varies

"I.’I % e. I _1 All specunens are retained-retention period is __months (specify) ~VG" q.ar
3"b.3%/. [ _] Don’tknow

16. What measar~$ does your agency atke to ensnt~ the quality of tl~ ~stiag lab it ases? (check all that apply)
3~.3 % a. [ I Require that lab be certified by the National In~titme on Drug Abuse
for. 2. % b. I "] Require that lab patlicipate in the Inter-Lab Comparison Program sponsored by the College of American

Pat holo g ism
2or.’I ~, c. [ ~ Require that lab be accredited by the College of Am~rican Pathologists

or. $ qod. [-I Require other certification (please specify)

I or.Z~, e. I I Other (please specify)~.~%L I I Don’t know

17. What initial drug screening test does your agency use? (for test used, please indicat# approximate cost.)

7.t~, a. [ ] TLC (Thin Layer Chromatography)
7,.r~rl, b. [ "~ HIrI’LC (High Performance Thin Layer Chromatography)

or.~*I, c. I I GI.£. (Gas Liquid Chromatography)
c$.G% d. I I GCIMS ((;as Chromatography/Mass Spectrometry)
o.o % e. ] ] HPLC (High Pressure Liquid Chromatography)
~,.Z % f I ~ RIA (Radiomunuan~ussay)

"52.. I if, g. f l EMIr (Enzyme M~tiplied Immunoassay Technique)
q. ~ ~I, h. [ ~ Other (please specify)

a¢O .1 q,i. [ ~ Don’t know " "

$
s /
s /
s /
s /
s /
s /
s/

.2.
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18. What con]’wmamry test does yosw ageacy use? (/or test used, plaasm indicats appro~naU cost.)

l~ ~ % u. I
"I 7.,C (’l’h~ Layer Chromalography)

~.~ qo h. I HPTUZ (High Performance Thin Layer Chromatography)

.~ %c. i GL,C (Go~ Liquid Chromatography)

~d~.~ %d. i GC/MS (Gas Chromatography/Mass Spectrometry)
b. O ~. i I HPUC (High Pressure Liquid Chromatography)

0.o%[ i i RIA (Radio~ay)

3. ~ %g. I _J EMIT (Enzyme Multiplied Immunoassay Technique)
~.1 ~.h: ~.1 oxher ip-~ase specify/ .......

"~¢~.~ %i. [-I Don’tknow

$
/$

s /
s /
s /
s /
$/ .....$

19. For what substances does your agency test? (Plea.Te cheek all that apply.) For eoch substance tested for, indicate the
approximate percentage of candidates who test positive.

03%
07- %

Z~ qo

.00 %

.00 4o
¯ ~.I~

Percentage of candidates who test positive overall AUG" . q | *7o
(Note: Overall percentage should equal tatai of percentages reported for i~tividuai substances)

20. Wha~ smndards f~r cu~ff ~eveL~ ~uan~gro~ per mill~it~r at which u~t vesu~ts are ~nsid~red p~sidve) has your
agency ocloptcd?

3.~% =. I
3~.o% h. {

~¢¢~."1% d. I

I A C P standards
Nalional Institute on Drug Abu.~e standard.~

Other standards (please name source and if possible attach copy o/standard)

Don’t know

2 I. If an individual tests positive after the confirmatory test, does your agency have on appeals process?

If "yes,’" please describe the process:

Approzimatelywhatpercentageofdi~quah’fwdapplicantsappeai? .I~/G" .qO %



(Note: Ar~wmr lhls question only if your agency does not have I pre-employmem drug testing program.)
22. Did your agemcy ever/rove *, ~-empl,,ymen/drug tang prognml?

l . l yes :17l 0 No
If "yes," indir.ato below tile reasons why the program was digomin~d: (check all that apply)

O ., i t Adverse legal deciSiOn
0 h. [ i Program wax not COSt effective
0 c. ]Lacko/fand~lopayforprogram
0 d. i 1Di~salLcfactwn with lab service
0 c. ! f General concerns about integrity of program
0 f i ] S~picion that condidatos were learning haw to "beat the system"
0 g. i.. l Program was di~j~ul~ to admimster properly

If "no," did yow agency ever give serious constdem~ou to imp~nting a drug testing program and theu decideagainst doing $o?

If "no," proceed to Question 023

If "yes," indicate below the reasons why you dtc’~ed against implementation: (check all Omt apply)
"~t.So?. a. I Reqatredfand;notavailable

! [ ~.¢~ 01o b ] Concerns over cost effectiveness o/ such programJ
! ~o.0% c. I Concerns ow:r legality of such programx
t ~.~ "~ d. I No reputable labs in vicinity

! 2((. ~.wt. I Concerns over ability to adrmnister program appropr~ely
( ~ . eel. I Requcvt for approval Io implen~nt program was den~ed (by City Hall, Board of Supervisors. etc.)
35 .~ % ~’. d_] Other espee~y)

Use o! Polygraph
23. I)o you currently conduct pro-employment polygraph examinations?

~.t %[1 Yes r*o.cH’. F’l No
If "yes," who must take a polygraph examination? (check one)

~ z.5 ~. a. I I All ties who are ultimately hired

[2..’[ q, b. [ [ Some, but not all candidates who are ultimately hired (i.e., d~cL~on to ad~niJter polygraph ~ ma#~ on
a coJe.by.case ~L~)

Who administers the polygraph? (check all thnt apply)
2.{ .’~°~u. I "[ We do (OepartmentallAgency Personnel)

¢ %. s ff, b. I .~1P ersoneel from’another Law Enforcement Agency
"I [. ~ ¢~ c. [ -I Private Individuall Firm

. ~ % ,z. ;. l Other r, sp~c~)
Ave quesdons asbed abont priorlcurront drug usc as pan of the polygraph cxamination? (check one)°~Z.°~ "I, [-I Yes, always "t.~,~ Some~mes [] No

24. Check below the statement which best describes your preference with respect to POST involvement in ore-employment
drug testing: (check one)

~, 1% .. i I POST should take no action
~.~,¢( ~ b. [ ~ POST should provide general information to those agencies that ~sh to establish their own programJ

;[.~ % c. [ - POST should publish drug ~est~ng ~for uJc by local agencies
[ ~, ~ % d. ~ ~ 1 POST should require lhat all agencies conduct pre-empioyment drug testing, but leave lhe specifics as to the

testing procedures and screemng criteria to the discretion of the local agency

~.~ :1%t. ] POYI" shaald reou~re thai all agencies conduct ore.employment drug testing and should farther
textin R procedures and screening crl~erLa that must be u~ed

[ ,2.¢~ f. ] Other fsp~C~y)

the time and effort to complete the survey. If you would
receive a copy of the results, please provide your name and address in

the. soace provided. Please return the completed survey by November 9th
u~ the envelope procidtd to POST, 1601 A limmlwa Blvd., Sacramento, CA.95&16.7083.
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OEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AN0
HUMAN SERVICES

Alcohol, Drug Abuse, and Mental
Health Admtnlatrauon

Mandatory Guidelines for Federal
Workplace Orug Testing Programs

In substance, these Final Guidelines
are very similar to those in the Notice of
Proposed Guidelines published on
August 14. 1987 (52 FR 30638). However.
significant editorial and format changes
have been made. The Guidelines have
been edited as a single, integrated
document organized in a more

AGENCY: National institute on Drug traditional format with subparts,
Abuse, HHS. - numbered sections, and consistent

ACTION: Final Guidelines, paragraph deszgnators. Definitions have
been grouped together in Subpurt A.

SUMMAnv: The Department of Health Rather than repeat identical material

ensure their competence and credibility
as experts on forensic urine drug testing,
particularly to qualify them as witnesses
in legal proceedings which challenge the
finding of the laboratory,

Medicare and CLI.A laboratory
certification procedures do not provide
for quality assurance and performance
testing specific to urine drug testing
laboratories, With fewexceptlohs, the
Medicare and CLIA certification
programs do not nave employees
speczfica[iy trained in toxicology to

and Human Services (DHHS) adopts the document contains internal cross- perform the on-site surveys and
scientific and te(:hhi~at guidelines fop = references, particularly from Subpart C evaiua~i0ns of thelaboratories and the
Federal drug testing programs and to Subpart S. This new organizational technologies employed in the
establishes standards for certification of
laboratories engaged in urine drug
testing for Federal agencies.
eFl~EC’rlVll oA’rl: April 11. 1988.
FOR F~II~’~II[N INFORMATION CONTACT:*
Maureen Sullivan (301} 443-6780.
SUP~,JEMF~4TARY [NFORM&TION: These
Final Guidelines. titled "Mandatory
Guidelines for Federat Workplace Drug
Testing Programs" were developed in
accordance with Executive Order No.
12564 dated September 15. 1986. and
section, 503 of Pub. L. 100.-71. the
Supplemental Appropriations Act for
fiscal year 1987 dated July 11. 1987. The
statute specifically requires that notice
of proposed mandatory guidelines be
published in the Federal Re’gister. that
interested persons be given not less than
60 days to submit written comments,"
and that after review and consideration
of written comments, final guidelines be
published which:

I. Establish comprehensive standards
for aH aspects of laboralory drug testing
and laboratory procedures to be applied
in carrying out Executive Order No.
12564. including standards which require
the use of the best available technalog~
for ensuring the full reliability and
accuracy of drug tests and strict
procedures governing the chain of
custody of spemmens collected for dxu8
testing:

[I. Specify the dro~a for which Federal
employees may be tested: and

IlL Establish appropriate standards
and procedures for penodic review of
laboratories and criteria for certification
and revocation of certification of
laboratories to perform drug testing in
can’ying out Executive Order No, 12564.

Subpart A of this document contains
general provisions. Subpart B. titled
"Scientific and Technical
Requirements." responds to the
mandates in items 1 and [I above.
Subpart C. titled *’Certification of
Laboratories Engaged in Urine Drug
Testing for Federal Agencies." responds
to item ilL

approach should add clarity to
presentation of the material and aid the
cross-referencing and citation of
individual sections and paragraphs.

Prior to addressing comments on the
specifics of the scientific and technical
requirements and the certification
program, it is worth noting that a
number of commentors perceived the
laboratory standards in these
Guidelines as redundant, viewin8
existing regulations, guidelines, and
certification/licensure mechanisms of
the Medicare and Cfinicai Laboratory
[mprovement Act of 1967 (CLIA)
interstate licensure program--also
administered by DHHS--as sufficient to
provide quality assurance for urine drug
testing laboratories.

The Medicare and CIJ.A certification
requirements apply to laboratories
conducting a wide range of medical
tests, having been designed for any
medical testing laboratory receiving
Medicare/Medicaid reimbursement or
performing testing on specimens in
interstate commerce, respectively.

The laboratory portion of the
President’s Drug-Free Federal
Workplace Program can be
distinguished from the Medicare/CLlA
programs by important differences in
policies, procedures, and personnel
arising from standards aopropriate to
the application of analyttcal forensic
toxicology for this program. Unique
distinguishing features include:

* Rigorous chain of custody
procedures for collection of specimens
and for handling specimens du.rin8
testing and storage.

¯ Stringent standards for making the
drug testing site secure, for restricting
access to all but authorized personnel,
and providing an escort for any others
who are authorized to be on the
premises:

* Precise requirements for quality
assurance and performance test~n8
specific to urine assays for the presence ̄
of illegal drugs: and

¯ Specific educational and experience
requirements for laboratory penmrmal to

laboratories. The Medicare and CLIA
standards do not address issues such as
cutoff limits for drug detection, grading
criteria for the performance testm8
programs, blind performance testing
reqmrements, specifications for the
analytical techniques to be employed.
types of drugs to be detected (including
metaboiitesl, and detailed outcome
measures of performance such as
requiring assays of quality control
samples and a [arge number of
performance test samples as an initial
and ongoing reqmrement for
certification.

The need to assure the protection of
individual rights within the context of a
drug testing program--linked to both
employee assistance programs and the
management potential for taking
adverse action against an employee.-
makes essential the development of a
separate laboratory certification
program to respond to the unique
requirements of the program mandated
by the President and the Congress.
These Guidelines set standards for such
a certification program.

The Final Guidelines make clear that
they do not apply to drug testing under
any legal authority other than E.O.
12564. including testing of persans under
the junsdiction of the crimmai ~usuce
system, such as arresteea, detainees.
probationers, incarcerated persons, or
parolees (see § 1.1(ell. The testing of
persons in the criminal justice system is
different than testing under E.O. 12564
for several reasons: (1] The overriding
purpose of the criminal justice system is
to protect community safety through the
apprehension, adjudication, and
punishment of law violators: {2} the
incidence of drug use among those under
the jurisdiction of the criminal justice
system is high: and (3} the legal interests
at issue in the criminal justice system.
including liberty, privacy, and property
interests, are different and. therefore.
are subject to established practices.
constitutional protections, and
ev/dentiary roles specific to the crimina
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iustice system. "[’he C~delines also do
not apply to military test,m8 of service
personnel or applicams to the m~Lita,--y.

Rospesoam ~ C~nuDenls

Written comments to the Notice of
Proposed Guidelines published August
14. 1987, were received from

¯ appr~oxima!eiy !:50 individuals.
orgsmcetions, and Federal agencies, AZl
written comments were reviewed and
taken into consideration in the
preparation of the Final Guidelines. This
section summarizes meier comments
and the Department’s response to them.
Similar comments are considered
together.

1, Several commentate requested {hat
the Guidelines require ¯ spilt sample
technique in which a second sample or a
portion of a sample could be saved for
[’urther tontine Although this possibility
was considered, it is viewed as e
cumbersome and expensive process
involving the collection of two separate
sets of samplee und the retention of one
t’or ~,n indefinite period of time in some
type of secured ions term refrigerated
storage. The use of a split sample was
suggested as a mechamsm to overcome
perceived problems ar~sm~ out of
situations such as sample mi×ups.
erroneous identification of samples, and
lost samples, The Department does not
~jree that sprit or additional sample
proposal would have any scientific
advantage over the current system nor
would they increase reiiability. In fact.
such a system could increase the risk of
,Jdministrat]ve error by doubiine the
[dbelin8. initialing, storuae, and
~ccouotahility requmrements.
Furthermore. the Guidelines already
~nciude sulficient saieauards to
e~immate the problems the use of split or
additional samples ere thought to
address: e.g.. detailed sal’eguards for
Eabefing and chain of custody o( the
urine sample. Accordingly. we do not
proiect any real scientific, chain o(
custody, or reliability benefits sef’~cient
to iusufy placing the added requirement
u[ collection and storegn of sp~it
samples of Federa| agencies and have
reiected the split sample requirement.
Furthermore, these Guide[inns
specincaJly reiect aJlowmg the tested
employee or anyone else from
presenting to the .’tiedicul Review
Officer u split sample or private sample
that does not fully comply with these
Guidelines.

7.. A number of commentors said {hat
specific educational and experience
requirements for laboratory directors
and supervisors were too restrictive and
that speoific board certifications.
experience, and degree requPements
were also too restrictive and did not

provide any additional quality
assurance, in many ca, sea these
individuals recommended that the
current Medicare and CLIA personnel
standards be used in piece of the
standards proposed in the Guidelines.
Other individuals and orgaruzatinns
stated that the proposed persormel
standards in the Guidelines were not
stringent enough. Some recommended
that spectfic standards also be adopted
for the personnel performmg the tests.

The Department carefully considered
the comments about the persormel
standards proposed in the Guideline~
most of which came from employees of
clinical laboratnnes or orgamzations
representin~ those empioyees--.4"rom the
perspective of the intent of the
Guidelines. It is not poseibin to reconcile
the divergent viewpoint represented in
the comments; in this collection it
should be noted that crodentieJing
standards for [aboratnry personnel have
been an issue for a number o[ years in
other laboratory programs adam/sternal
by DHHS. as well as among those who
commented on the NoUce proposmg
these Guidelines.

The labnratory personnel
requirements in the G~ideiines are
desi~jnated to assure that any individual
responsible for test-review and result-
reportin8 is qualified to perform the
funcuon and could appear as an expert
witness in a court challenge of thn
results. This requires familiarity with a
wide range of material roleted to test
sciection, quality assurance.
inter{erences wxth various tee~.
maintenance of chain of custody,
documentation of findings,
interpretation of test results, validation
and vatficahon of test results, and the
ability to tesnfy as an expert m Legal
proceedmge. The Grade"nee set
personnel requirements for the
individuals responsible for ,4ay-to-day
m~nagement and opera,on of
laboratories engaged in urine drug
teeing for Federal agencms aimed at
ensuxm8 those competenc/es,

While a consultant may be abln to
carry out some of these specialized
functions, tt is essential inat
comprehensive oversight end control el
the responsibilities cited above be
exer~sed by those who are direcdy
responsible on a day-to-day basis for
the ]uboratory. who are accountable for
the test rosalts, and who may be celled
on to consult with the agency [or which
testin8 is performed as wet] as to appear
at any legal procuedin8 to defend the
quality of testing in the laboratory.
Therefore, the Guidelmse set functional
employee qualfiicetion standard* which
are essential to the mmllion ofa clm8

testing laboratory snd reqmro lhnt
laboratory employees meet those
standards. For the Inu’po~ of meedJ~
laboratory personnel reqmrements, an
provision is madn for thG ,Jan el
consultants who are not invoLved in the
day-to.day management or operation of
the laboratory,

The Final Guidelines set functional
requ.u’emeots for individual* engaged in
the day-to-day management and
operat’ioo of laboretorise engeged in
urine drug te~ting for Federal a~.ncies.
They do not specify requirements for
other personnel, incindin8 employees
who perform the assays, but rather
depend on the shility of those
reeponsible individuale to select and
oversee properly qualified employees m
each specxfic laboratory, and they
depend on outcome messorcs of
laboratory performance such as
performance testing. The individual
responsible for day-to,day laboratory
management is responsible for
determining staffln~ needs and types of
personnel requJred to per/ors particuior
functions in e specific facility. The
indiv/dua] responsible for day-to-day
laboratory operotioos is responsible for
supervision of analysts performm8 drug
tests and reiated duties. Outcome
measures will provide the reeponsib[e
individual with feedback on the
performance of [aborotory employees,
Within this framework, the Guidelines
do not establish qualifications for
additional laboratory positions.

The individuals who perform the tests
dre a v+tai part of any |aboratory
operation, and there is no intent to
minimize their importance by om]t~:mg
qualifications for them. However. by
holding the appropriate laboratory
officials respoosible [or review and
certification of all test nusuJts before
they are sent forwnrd and by relyin~ on
venous quality cons01 end (~ua~ty
assurance measures, p~or’~a~;P.
tesn~ and on.site evaiuattons to
provtde direct measures o/the quality of
tesnn~ the Depallment expeoui to
ensure a standa,-d o/exceUence in drug
testa8 without settm8 additional
personnel requmemen~ Thie reliance on
the qualifications of the individuals
responsible for the day-to-day
management and operation of urine drus~
tests8 laboratories does not prohibit the
laboratories themselves from settm8additional empinysee standards which
may mclude spor.zfc credentiail,
certifications, licenses, registries, etc.,
for specific functions.

However. once a Inbomtory is
cerUfied in accordam:e with ~
G,,ideUnos. btboratory employees whose
functions are prosK~b~i by these
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Guidelines are deemed qualified. These
Guidelines establish the exclusive
standards for qualifying or certifying
these employees involved in uraina[ysis
testing. Certification of s laboratory
under these Guidelines shall be a
determination that all appropriate
qualification requirements have been
met. Agencies may not establish or
negotiate additional requirements for ....
these laboratory personnel.

5ome commentors felt that references
to director, supervisor of analysts,
certifying officials, and other analysts
did not clearly distinguish between
~hose positions. Othercommentora
criticized the establishment of specific
position titles. We have clarified
laboratory employee functions and
dropped the use of specific position
titles in 2.3 Laboratory Personnel. A
laboratory engaged in urine drug testing
for Federal agencies must have
personnel to perform the following
functions:

¯ Re responsible for the day-to-day
management and for the scientific and
technical performance of the drug
testing ]aboretory {even where another
individual has overall responsibility for
an entire muir[speciality laboratory}.

¯ Attest to the validity of the
[aboratory’s test reports. This individual
may be any employee who is qualified
to be responsible for the day-to-day
management or operation of the dru8
testin8 laboratory.

¯ Be responsible for the d:,y-to-day
operation of the drug testing laboratory
and for the direct supervision of
analysts performing drug tests and
related duties.

[n response to those commentors who
were concerned about the proposed
requirement for a Ph.D. to qualify as s
laboratory director, the Final Guidelines
provide that the individual responsible
for the day-to-day drug testing
laboratory management may have
education and experience in lieu ors
Ph.D. to demonstrate an individual*s
scientific qualifications in analytical
forensic toxicolog, y (see 7..3[a)(2}[lii)|.
Together with the specific analytical
forensic toxicology experience required
in 2,3(a)[2}(iv). scientific qualifications
may be demonstrated by showin8
"’training and experience comparable to
a Ph.D. in one of the natural sciences.
such as a medical or scientific de~’ee
and in addition have training and
laboratory or research experience in
biology, chemistry, and pharmacology oe
toxicology.’* This Ph.D. comparability
provision eliminates the utility of the
"grandfather" clause in the proposed
guidelines, a clause which would have
qualified incumbent laboratory diroctore
who have ! 8reduste degas in the,

natural sciences followed by extensive
experience (6 years postgraduate), 
analytical forensic toxicology. Thus. the
Final Guidelines omit the "Grandfather"
clause.

The Ph.D comparability prevision.
while not requiem8 specific research
experience, recognizes research as one
mechanism for demonstrating scientific
competency to be responsible for day-
to-day laboratory management. Lack of
research experience does not disqualify
an individual for that function if be or

simply cross-references the personnel
provisions in Subpart B.

3. A number of commentors said that
it was unnecessarily restrictive to
require that the screening and
confirmation tests be performed at the
same site. They believed that the
majority of tests would be negaiive and
that would reduce the number of
samples that must be shipped to another
site and would, in turn. prevent sample
mixup and loss.

After having carefully reviewed this
she ~,as other appropriate training or issue, the Department has determined
experience. The Ph.D. comparability that both screening and confirmatory
provision also makes explicit that ¯ testing must be performed at the same
medical degree is an acceptable
alternetive to the Ph.D. for this purpose.
provided, of course, that the M.D. has
the other requisite training and
experience.

The Final Guidelines do not require
specific board certification for any
laboratory employees. Some
commentors were concerned
particularly that individuals who
supervise anaiysts would have to be on
the registry of the American Society for
Clinical Pathologists (ASCP}. The
proposed guidelines cited the ASCP
registry, but only as an example of the
type of experience and education that
would qualify an individual to oversee
the day-to.day operations of a urine
drug testing laboratory, includin8 the
superwaion of analysts. The important
factors associated with day*to-day
operation and supervision of analysts in
a forensic toxicology laboratory ere
captured in 2.3(c). Therefore. the Final
Guidelines omit any reference to a
registry as a factor in qualifying an
individual for th*s function. Likewise.
the Guidelines do not refer to ¯ reglstx’y
for the individual responsible for day-to-
day laboratory management or the
individual responsible for attesting to
the validity of the laboratory’s test
reports, but rely instead on education
and experience qualifications set out in
2.3 (a) sod (b), respectively.

Consistent with editorial ravin[nan
throughout the Final Guidelines.
editorial changes tn the personnel
previsions are intended to clarify
specific education, training, and
experience requirements for individuals
to carryin8 out vital lahoretory
functions, to simplify by adopting
consistent terminology, and to eliminate
the need to compare similar provisions
by us[n8 identical provisions when
appropnate. In this regard, the personnel
provisions in Subpart [3. which sets out
the scientific and technical
requieementih and in Subpsrt C. whtch
sets out the standards for certification of
laboratories. Ire identicaE Subpart C

time (3.5}. Although use of separate
screening and confirmation laboratories
"may produce adequate results. Pub. L
100-71 mandates that the Secretary set
standards which "require * " * strict
procedures governing the chain of
custody of specimens collected for drug -
testing," Same-site screening and
confirmation is the best method for
maintaining such strict control in the
chain of custody.

Requiring the two tests to be
performed in the same laboratory tmg
reduce problems inherent in having two
test sites, such as problems maintaining
chain o| custody forms at two test s~tes:
need for having two separate laboratory
forms: possible nux-ups end loss of
samples in transit between sites:
potential delays in reportin8 results: and
potential for having results reported
only on the basis of an imtiul screening
test.

Severe[ commentors indicated that if
screening were done on-site this would
reduce the number of subsequent
requirements for rescreenin8 sad result
in fewer samples being sent to another
site. The Federal work force test~
program does not envision performing
initial tests at the coUection site.
Therefore. considerations concerning
on-site imtial screeninsJ tests are not
relevant to the current Federal tesnnR_
program.

4. Several commenters indicated that
a number of terms w~re not defined or
that there wes no sin~e section defining
terms used in the NoUce of Proposed
Guidelinse. The Final Guidelines include
a section to centrnliee the definitions
that appeared in the proposed document
and add definitions to several
previously undefined terms (1.2). The
term "proficiency testing" has been
edited throughout to reed "performance
testing" st a more precise reflection of
the nature of the testing with which

’ these GuidelInes ere concerned.
& A number of cemmentara said that

the cutoff limits for the reportin8 of
positive results should be higher or
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lower than those proposed (see 52 FR
30641 }. There also were commentors
who believed that the cutoff ILrruis for
t.he screeninq and confirmation tests
should be set at the same level

The initial immunoasuay test cutoff is
established at ievels generally similar to
:hose used by the Department of
Defense and aval[ahie ~’<ith commercial
immunoassays. These ievets are
consistent with detection of recent drug
use.

The second sat o[ cutoff levels is for
the gas chromategraphy/mase
spectrometry [GC/MS) confirmatory
test. chosen so that the specimens
determined to be positive by the first
technique (screening technique) could
he confirmed at a reasonable level of
analytical accuracy.

The Final Cuidelinee retain all the
proposed initial test cutoff values
(2.4(e}}. Confirmation for mariiuans 
changed by $ ng/ml in accordance with
DaD experience. Likewise, confn’malion
for amphetamines reflects the cutoff
intended for the nonce of proposed
guidelines consistent with DaD levels.
Cutoffs for specific opiates (morphine
and codeine) and amphetamines
(amphetamine and methamphetamine}
are delineated for clarity (2.4(Q].

in finalizing both screening and
confirmation cutoffs, among the matters
considered were prevalence rate:, cross-
reactivity:, state of the art in drug
detection: and the expeMence of the
Department of Defense and other Sloops
in la~e-vulume drug testing program/.

0, Several com.,mentors indicated that
alcohol should be included among the
substances to be tested. The Department
acknowled_Res the significance of
alcohol and its use as well as ill
porential impact on performance in the
workplace, in any event, alcohol is not
an illegal substance, and Execo~ve
Order 12564. which these Guidelines
implement, only authorizes testing toe
illicit drugs listed in Schduio i and
Schedule I[ of the Controlled Substances
Act. However. nothing in these
Guidelines restricts the authority of
agencies ’o test foe alcohol under
authontiee other than E.O. 12564.

7. Several commentom indicated that
photo identifications should be required
at the testing site to ensure that the
tested individual is properly identified.
We concur that proper identification
should he provided by the ind,ividcals at
the test site to assure that the coo’act
individual will be tested. Since most
Federal agencies already issue photo
identification cards to their employees
and most employees have a driver’e
license with photo identification, it Is
not nnreasonable to require this form of
idenUficatinn for individuals presentin8

themselves for tea(in8. In cases where
the individual does not have a Draper
photo identifiicatioo, the collection site
person must get the emp|oyee’s
supervisor, coordinator of the drug
testing program, or any other agency
officlal who knows the employee to
provide a pnsltive identification
[2.2[fl(2l).

8. Severe] comJuenton suegested that
toilets, water faucets, and other sources
of water which could be used as
adulterants should be taped shut or
sealed to prevent adulteration of the
sample at the collection site. The
Department acknowledges that sources
o[ water should not he available which
would enable an individual to adulterate
the sample. However. there are also
needs, such as hand washing, for a
relatively convenient source of water.
These Gmdeiines cannot anticipate the
needs at each collection site and the
hardship which would be imposed by
sealing all sources of water at the site.
However, the proposed and Final
Guidelines do include in 2.2 precautions
in specimen co|Incline procedures to
ensure the inte~ty and identity of the
specimen. Because we have taken
reasonable steps to ensure that
specimens are not adulterated at the
collection site and because there are
practical reasons for havin8 a
convenient source of water, the Final
Guidelines do not reqture that all
sources of water be taped or sealed shut
but rather require that precautions be
taken to ensure that unadulterated
specimens are obtained. Among the
precautions included in 2.2(f~ to ensure
unadulterated specimens is a
requirement to use a bluing agent so that
the water in the toilet tank and bowl are
colored blue and that there be no other
source of water in the enclosure where
the ssmpe is given.

9. Several commentate requested
more specific guidelines to define
"unusual behev*or" at the urmo
collection site which would 8/ve reason
to belleve a particdiar individual may
alter or substitute the spe~men to be
provided which, in turn. would ~88er
the roqutrement to obtain a second
specimen under direct observation of a
same gender collection site person (see
Z.z[f}(le}), The guidelines f~e 
whether there is "reason to believe" (see
1.Z for definition) that o sample is
adulterated. Observations of unusual
behavior may beer on whether there is a
"reason to believe" aod for that reason
tho Guidelines requiro such
observations to be documented in the
permanent record book, While it may be
desireblo to provide speciflic
dmmdptions ofo~ guidelines to identify
"nnueusl behovim’." the Dep~r~nent

cannot foresee or defne every
contingency which might occur. Thus.
"’unusual behavior" is not further
defined in the Guidelines.

It should be noted, however, that
other indic/a of "reason to believe" are
set out in 2,2|n, For example. 2.2(f)(12l
and (13) require a temperature feeding
upon collection of the spec~’nen and
indicate those tempereturcs which
would 8*re riee to a reason to believe
that a speclmen may be altered or
substituted. Elsewhere the Guidelines
require the collection site person to
inspect the sample for unusual color or
other SiSTm of contaminants (2.2lfl(14)).
Likewise. if a collection site person sees
unusual behevlor which causes him or
her to question the inte~lty of the
sample such that it leads to a reason to
believe that a particalar individual may
atter or substitute the spocimee to be
provided, the Guidelinse require that
such an observatiun be noted in writin~
in the permanent record book (2.2( f)(8)}.
The Final Guidelines also add s
requLrement that any "reecon to
believe" observation he concurred in by
a higher Immt imperwser of the
collection site person (2.2(t](2:3|.

With regard to reason to believe that
a particular individual may alter or
substitute the spommen based on the
spacemen’s temperamro falling outside
the acceptable range, the Final
Guidelines permit an individual to
volunteer to have an oral temperature
reading to pm’~de evidence that the ¯
temperorm’e of tha specimen was
consistent with the individual’s body
temperature, i.e.. an individual’s fever
could cause an elevation in the
temperature of the spemmen [2.2(fI(13)],

10, Several cemmentore lid that if
the first ap~lmml is sub|ect to e meson
to bell~o that the pm’ticular individual
may aires of ecbetitute the specimen
which would roquiro a su¢ood specimen
to be calleeted, the second specimen
should be colleeted immediately. The
Departmem cooctam that the second
spec/mml shoold be cellected as soon as
the necd for it la established. Therefore.
the Guidelines l~mvide that the second
specimen shell be collected as soon as
pesuiblo whenever there is reason to
believe that the particular individual
may alter or substitute the specimen.
(2.~n(~e)).

11. ~,vernJ cue:mentors wanted to
know the basis for the choice of cocaine
and marijuana as the drugs required to
be screened by all apmcies. The
requirement that oil agencies screen for
cocaine and marijuana was based on
the imddect¢~ lad preveleeca of their
abuse/Is tht gmlesal p~mletion and the
experisflcos of the Department of
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Defense and the Department of
Transportation in screenin8 their work
forces. The choice of cocaine and
marijuana as the only substances for
which all agenczes must test takes into
account that the predictive value of any
positive diagnostic test is a function of
prevalence in the tested population. _
Agencies have also been aothorized to
test for pbencyciidine, amphetamines.
and opiates because their hi~l incidence
and prevalence in the general
population may warrant testing of

- particular agency work forces for these
illegal substances (2.1(a)).

Federal agency requests for screening
drugs other then the five authorized in
these Guidelines most be made in
writing to the Secretary. The Secretary
will review the requests on a case-by-
case basis and make a determination of
the acceptability of the p/ann, cutoff
limits, and testiog protocols. The
Secretary’s determination shall he
Limited to the use of apprepnate science
and technology and shell nut otherwise
restrict agency authority to test for drugs
included in schedules [ and 11 of the
Controlled Substances Act (2.1(b)).

12. Several commentnra wanted
clarification of the procedures for the
Medical Review Officer’s (MRO’sJ
protocols for performing the review
function. They also wanted to know if
individual employees would have an
~pportunity to discuss the Medical
Review Officer’s findings with him or
her. Procedures for the conduct of the
medical review function, including a
handbook to cover the activities of the
MRO, will he disseminated to all
Federal agencies. While there is
agreement that there should be an
opportunity for soma type of medical
interview between the medical review
officer and the employee prior to the
MRO’e final decision concerning a
positive test result, a face-to-face
interview may not always be feasible or
possible. For example, they may be th
widely distant gecgrephic areas, and it
may be more practical to arrange a
telephone or teleconference interview
than a direct meeting. Therefore. we
have provided for flexthiiity in the
mechanism for this communication and
have stated at 2.7(c} that prior to making
a final dec/sion to verify a positive
result, the MRO shall give the individual
employee an opportunity to discuss the
test result with him or her. The Medical
Review Officer shall not. however,
consider the results of orine samples
that are not obtained or processed in
accordance with these Guidelines.

13. Several commentom indicated the[
color blindness measurements for
laboratory workers were not necessary

since none of the currently approved
methodololpee thvotved the use of visual
color measurements. The requirement
that laboratories maintain files which
include information on employee color
vision was ori~nally proposed because
some immunoassay systems have color-
coded components.and the reliable
manipuJation of such systems requires
good color vision, In view of the
methodologies currently approved in the
Guidelines. we agree that an across-the-
board requirement to maintain files on
color blindness is not warranted.
However, the Department has a more
general concern that laboratories
employ individuals who have the ability
to perform any necessary test
procedures. Therefore. the Guidelines
generally provide at 2.3[f) that
laboratory personnel tiles shall include
results of any tests which establish
employee competency for the position
he or she holds and provide, as a
specific example, a test for color
blindness if the employee will be usin~
color coded analytical systems.
Similarly. the final Guidelines do not
require that laboratories maintain any
other medical data about employees
unless that data would be necessary to
show the employee’s competency to
perform a specific job function.

While these Guidelines do not require
laboratories to maintain general health
or medical information in employee
files, they do not preclude a laboratory
from maintaining such files. What 2-3(0
is intended to do is require laboratories
to mamtem sufficient files to show
employee competency for the position
he or she holds.

24. One commentor requested that the
laboratory notify agency management
attic/el- of ¯ poe,tire result at the same
time the Medical Review Officer is
notified, so that mdividuali in sensitive
positions or in positions where they
could pose a hazard to other individuals
or the publtc could he temporarily
removed from these positions, with no
pun/live action, until after the Medical
Review Officer had completed the
review process. After considering both
the safety implications and the
employee nshts in this type of
notification, the Department has
determined that it would be
inappropriate to report a resu[t before
the Medical Review Officer has the
opportunity to review the facts and
circumstances and make a decision on
the meaning of the test results. In
instances where an agency determines
that it has a need for immediate action
or ndght have such s need based on its
mission, the agency should develop a
mechanism to expedite the review

process or allow the Medical Review
Officer to require review of the
individual’s general fitness to continue
performing a specific function.
Circumventing the review system would
abridge necessary protections for
employees and could result in
prejudging an individua[ employee’s
case (2.7).

15. Severs[ commentors called for a
medical review board instead of a single
Medical Review Officer. A primary
purpose of the Medical Review Officer
position is to provide for the privacy and
confidentiality of the employee’s
personal medical history during the
course of reviewing positive test results.
To call together ¯ board which would be
privy to that private information would
increase the exposure of the employee’s
medical history to several other
individuals. Furthermore. the
Department views the physician in the
Medical Review Officer’s role in
retaining overall responsibility for
reviewing and interpreting positive test
results. There is no restriction on the
Medical Review Officer’s seeking advice
on an ed hoc or ¯ continuous basis from
an individual or ~’oup if he or she does
not breach employee con/~dentiality
during the course of the review and
interpretation of the employee’s test
results. Because the Department is
vitally concerned with maintairuog
confidentiality end privacy and because
the Medical Review Officer is not now
limited in seeking advice from persons
who might have served on the proposed
medical review board (e.g.. the drug
program coordinator, employee
assieUmce program officials, or any
other agency employee), the Guidelines
will cm~timm to caU foe review by a
single medical officer rather than ̄
board (23).

16. Several commentore requested
that the term "inexpensive
immunoassay’" to delcnbo the in/fief
test be eliminated since cost should be
Left to the agency and the laboratory end
techniques other than immunonssay
should be used to test for certain d~Jlpl.
The term "inexpensive" wns not
intended to set specLficatione for price:
that is a matter for negotiation between
the laboratory and the con[sac[in8
Federal agency, it was meant to serve as
part of I generic descrtpUon of the
procedure end purpose of a screening
assay. The term *’initial test" has been
revised in 1.2 and does not use the word
."Inexpensive".

iF. Several commentorI indicated that
more spoa~c guidelines should be
issued to assure the security of test
results whether sent by mail or by
elec{s’unic means. The Guidelines clarify
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that the lsber¯tory must ensure the
security of data transmission and limit
access to any data transmission.
storage, and retrieval system (2.4(8)(4)).

18. Severe] cam, mentors stated that
thdil.iduaJa shouJd have accesa to all
records, data. and documents relatin 8 to
their test results and the carUflcation of
the laboratory which performed the
urine dru8 teaL Section 503 of P~b. L .......
100-71, provides that any Federaf
employee who is the subject of a drug
test shall, upon whiten request, have
access to any records rel¯tin 8 to ~l or
her dro8 test and any records relating to
the resets of any relevant certification.
review, or revocation-of-certification
proceedings. [11 response to this
comment the provisions of the statute
have been set out in a new paragraph at
2,9. The Department anticipates that
individuals will be ̄ hie to obtain
information about their own test results
from the agency’s Medical Review
Offlcar. employee assistance program,
or other staff person design¯ted by the
agency. Any other reiev¯nt information
w,il be made ̄v¯Uabie in accordance
with the statute.

19. Several laboratories mdicated that
the month.[y statistical summary
required of the testing laburatohce
would be cosdy and an excessive
burden. The Department views the
monthly data as necessary for severs,[
purpose¯ includJn8 ev¯luating the
laboratory testing program, 8athermg
statistical data to evaluate the drug
testin 8 program’s effectiveness, and
providing demogr¯phlc data on drug use
by the Federal work force. The
information will assist in re¯kin8
decisiua.~ concermn$ chanees in policy
or program implementation ¯nd
identifying specific programs for
attention. 1"be Department anticipatas
that th¯ cost of providing the data wdl
be built into th¯ contract the laberatm’y
signs with each agency. Therefore.
provision of the data will be a ~nctton
for which the laboratory is d,,ly
compensated, not an undtm cost or
burden (~.~g}(o)).

20. One commentor indluated that
samples for which the initials on ,I,4,
specimen tJottle ¯nd in the permanent
record book do not match sho,,Id not be
reiected automatically, since that would
provide ¯n opportunity for individuals to
attempt to have their specimens rejected
when they knew the specimen¯ would
test positive. We hay¯ considered the
fact that individuals might deliberately
alter their initials in an attempt to have
their sampl¯s rejected. However. we do
not anticipate that samples should be
thrown out solely on the basis of
unmatched in/I/all on the spondee

bards and in the permanent record
book. [f unmatched initiaL¯ provide
reason to believe that a pacticulaz
individual may have altered or
substitoted the spen~n, both the
proposed and the Final G~delnies
provide that the specuaan be forwarded
for testing ¯ion8 with ¯ second sample

oversight fu.nrtiun appropriate to the
m¯uagement of the laboratory.

We have ̄ lec clsnfied that the
individual respenmble for the day-to-
day maoogeme=t of the ~ testing
labor¯tory ia the indlvidmd respoomb~e
for signu~ d~ m, unmd (2.3(aXSl). It i¯
not approphate for tho individual who is

obtained a¯ soon ̄ e possibl¯ aher responsible for day-to-day operation¯
reason to believe the individual may - and supervision of anLlysts or forany
have ,,Iterad or substituted the speczmen other iodiv/duaf to be delegated this
is establlshad (Z2.(f} (lS) (16)). The
Finaf Gu/dellne¯ ensure the
ident~ication of the parson from whom
the specimen is collected du’ougb the
requirement for photo identifcation (see
2.2(f~(2)). In addition, a principal
responsibility of the collection s~te
person is to g¯thes and vehfy
information on site and to detect any
prohleme with th¯ identification of th¯
specimen. Until expehence in the
procure indicates that misidentifed
samples eheing out of uJamatched
initials is a significant problem, the
GuideLines w~ll require that th¯
individual initial the specnnen bottle
and sign the permanent record book to
carl~y that the identified campls is th¯
one coUected from the individual.

21. One commentor asked if the
Guidelines apply to Federal contact
employees. The Guidelines do not apply
to Federal contract employees: however.
any agency may require a contractm" to
test its own employees followmg the
procodn,’~l in the Guidelines by re¯king
the requirement a term or condition of
the contract.

,22. One commentor indicated that the
proposed requirement for signing a
procedure manual on ̄ n annu¯l basis
was in conflict with current DHHS
efforts in the Medicare and CLIA
proa~tms to delete the annual signin8
requmement end replace it with a
reqmrement that the manual be stoned
irdtlglly end wh~ changes are
made. We concur with the comment that
the important factor is that the manual
be eiaued by the responsible individual
whennvur a procodura is Imtitutod or"
changed or whenever a new individual
becomes responsible for the day*to*day.
mansgnmect of the drug testing
laboratory. Th¯ GuJcle|ines do not
require annual signing of the procedure
manual.

The on-site revi¯w of the laboratory
tolpthur with the ansi~m~nt to an
Indivithud of the overall respouaibLlity
fur the testing will auune that the
procedures in the mamaf are currant
and foLlowed. If the p~.edums in the
manuaf are not rummt or fo~owed- It is
an indluation that the mponsible
indivtdmd is not performing the

responmbdit? since the maouaf is the
vehicle for selectiun of methodologses.
and the approval of methodologies is ¯
principal reason for requinn8 the
individual respousthls for day-to-day
management of the drug testing
laboratory to possess detailed
knowledge in th¯ area of tax.ecology.

23. One commentor mdicated that .
laboratories should be notified when
they may discard samples. We have
reviewed the comment end concur th¯t.
the agency should be able to notify the
t¯horatury in writing ff it determmes
that samples no lnnger need to be
ret¯ined because eo hmrthur action i¯
pending which w~ reqmra the samples.
floth 2.4(8](8l and 2.4(h) permit the
agency to ineU’uct or authohze eterege
for less than the period for which there
ie ¯ storage requirement.

24, Several c=mm¯nton indicated e
dlsc~pancy in the periods for
maintmlanco of ~ samples in
storege---t year in the proposed
guidelines and 8 months in Appem/tx B
to tho prop~od 8uidelineL The time
inte~¯l in the appendix w¯e in error.
Th¯ Final Guidelines consists.fly call
for frozen storage of confirmod poainve
s¯mples for I year |Z.4(hl). Note that th¯
Appendix has been oJautted, although
pertinent provisions from it are
integrated in the Final Guidelines.

ZS. [n respones to conca~ that
spec~e~ may be miecesd to test for
physiololP,"-i rotes odr" them dro!
abuse (e41-. Preaam~/). a provi¯ion hal
been added to th¯ Final G-;deUoes to
prohibit the specimec.s coUec,..-,d for
anon di~ tesunll born be/~ ceod fur
any othm. types of mmiymm enid,,
otherwise eutho,duad by law. It is
important to the inlay and gnain of
the Pr~ident’s ~ to trhievn ¯
tiroS-bee work pbu:m that any epecunens
cdilected for that Furpeae not be
analyzed or used for inappropriate
purpnsu. To ensm abet outcome, s
puralpaph has been added at 2.1(c)
s’,,tln8 that specimen* may be mad ecdy
to test fur them ~ included in the
agency dros-fren workplace plan snd
may not be used to oondurt any othur
a~dyein or test un~u the aaenoy is
uathmisod by low to Ire’form otha~
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2,8. ~ne commentor indicated that the
individuals permitted in the "secure test
area" should include routine service and
maintenance personnel and that these
individuals should not require escorts.
While providing escorts foe all
employees, including service and
maintenance pemonnel, may cause
considerable inconvenience. ~tless the
facilities are secured at night and all
materials locked away with no possible
access, there in always the potential for
tampering with the specimenl or test
results. The Guidelines make no
provision for routine service and
maintenance personnel to enter the
secure test area without an escort
(Z.4(a)}.

27. One commentor suaeeted that
collection personnel he provided with
gloves or other protective garments to
prevent contamination of the personnel
from the unnn, The Department
encourages ¯ protected work
environment for collection site
personnel, including any necessary
protective garments. Various State and
Federal guidelines provide for the health
and safety of employees. Collection
agents are expected to be aware of and
to comply with such provisions to
safeguard their own health and the
health end safety of employees.
However. no requirement was added to
the Guidsiinee to require proviainn of
protective garments to collection
personneL

28. One commentor recommended that
OHHS use its owe personnel to
investigate any quality assurance
problems which arise with a pe~cu]ar
laboratory instead of requiring each
agency to have its own investigative
sta~. Other commentors viewed
agencies as lacking the th-bonse
expertise to perform this snalysiL and it
was not cJear to them who in each
agency should carry out eanh a=
investigation. The Final GuideUnco
reflect a decision that the Secmtsry
(which might include a OI-O’[S contractor
or Oi,O’~ ~ cm’tiflcotton
prosmm) shall nsmme thin invcettpttve
responsibility and carry out the related
cnordino~ activittmh A courdino~l
mechanism within thai National Instlmte
on Drull Abuse (NIDA) will ensure that
ell agencies are aware of problems with
any given laboratory. Couductin8
investiptions end courdinatin8 findinp
tin’sash OHHS will eliminate the need to
provide a more complex mechanism for
agencies to notify each other about
laboratory performance (3.~d)(4)).

29, Several commentora ~8ld that the
format for reporting employee dru8 test
results was not sufficiently clear and
that while them wee a dian~sion of the

mechanism for reporting performance
test results, there was no comparable
discussion on reporting employee test
results. 2,4(8}. Reporting Results.
clarifies that laboratories will not report
quantitation on test results but will
report whether a result ie positive or
negative and that this is indicative of a
result being above or below ̄  pa~cular
cutoff limit, A negative report does not
signify the absence of a paRticular drug
or metabolita but only that the particular
drugs or metabolites screened for were
not detected at a specified concentration

laboratories as contract eligible that
meet the requiremente of Subpart C.
This pool of qualified laboratoriee wi[l
lead to competitive prico.~ and better
services for Federal agencies.

The certification process will be
limited to the five classes of drugs
(2.1)(a) (1) and and the methods {2.4
(e) and (f)) specified in these Guidelines.
The laboratory will be surveyed and
performance tested only for these
methods and drugs. Certification of a
laboratory indicates that any test result
reported by the laboratory for the

(i.e.. cutoff level). Federal Government meets the
Quantitatinn will not be reported to standards in these Guidelines for the

the agency for confirmed positive five classes of drugs using the methods
reports ~’x order to provide for identical
reportin~ ~)y the laboratory of
performance teat specimens and
employee specimens. However.
quantitatinn may be obtained by the
Medical Review Officer on request from
the laboratory. In the case of the
opiates, we have indicated that the
p~rticular opiate to be reported will
depend on the amounts of morphine end
codeine detected by the confirmation
test. We have included the reporting
scheme in the scientific end technical
requh’ements ns well as in the revision
of the requirements for roportin8
performance test results (2.4(8), 3.11
which cross-references 2.4(8}. and
3.xTlQ).

30. The Final Guidelines attempt to
clurib/the purpeee of the certification
program, since the comments reflect
uncertointy as to whet certification
implies and what would be surveyed in
the process of certifyin8 ¯ laboratory.
Subpalq C permits D~-IS to recogxtize
.:ertiflcotion pro~ams run by other
organizations. These programs may be
private accreditin8 o~anizations that
ero recoanized by the Secretary to
determine whether laboratories meet the
Guideline requlrementa. Any laboratory
accced/ted by these organiza~ooJ in
eccordanns with these GuideLines is
deemed to be a certified laboratory, thus

it eUaibla to perform urine dr~j
testing for Federal aanncles. OH]iS is
contemplating publishin8 standards for
roconnl~oa of privet* nccz~litins
orgamzatioue in the near hlturo.

The provisions of Subpert C apply to
any laboratory which has or seeks ̄
contract to perform, or otherwise
performs urine dro8 tsettq for Federal
qoudes under ̄  drug testing prolpam
~ed under ILO. 12sg4. Only
certified laboratories will be authorized
to perform urine drug testin8 for Federal
agencies. However. in order to meats I.
pool of qmdifled laboratories to bid on

contrants to perform such
ts*Un~ the Secmtsrt may cortiflr

specified heroin. The Guidelines require
that a cer’dfied laboratory must inform
its non-Federal clientele when testing
procedures ere to be those specified by
these Guidelines. Non-Federal
purchasers are free to bargain with a
certified laboratory for any standards "
they may deem appropriate.

31. The Guidelines delete the checklist
in Appendix B of the proposed
certification standards. The checklist
was initially intended to provide ̄ tool
for the inspectors of laborotoHce to use
in conductin8 their on-sits inspections
and to enumerate the standards
contained in the section on the
certification prolp’am published in the
Federal Resister. However. there was
coufusion regaxdi~ whether the
checklist represented an additional or
different set of requirements. Relevant
portions of the chest have been
integrated in the Guidelines. The
checklist itseLf will be revised to
correspond to the requirements in the
Guidelines and will be made available
to laboratories by the O[’O’/S-recognized
certification prod’am(s}.

32. Several cow.mentors asked that the
specific criteria used by the group(e)
who will perform the certiflnstion
function felt the Dspertinnnt be detailed
in these Guidelines, In response, the
Guidelines Include a new sect/on
explaintn8 how performance tsatto8 will
be evaluated for initial certification as
well es for previously certified
leberetories (3.19 re) and (b)), All 
aspects of the certification proaram,
includlr~ personnel and quality
assurance and quallty control
requirementS, are included in Subpert C
of these GuidelInes. W/th the addition of
3.1g (a) and (b}, we believe the
Guidelines are appropriately specific
and there Is no need to include
additional detail in the Guidelines
concernin8 the certification process.

33. Some cowmeninre Indicated that
the number of blind peffon~Anco test d~
samples required to be run by the
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laboratories (Le.. L~O) for initial
certification and (i.e. 7.50 per quarter)
for centinmn8 sert/fiuat/on wee
excessive and would be ton costly, The
communion also indicated that it was
not clear whether the laboratory or the
submitting ot3anization would bear the
cost of the samples and if it were
necessary for each submitting "
organization to submit this number of
samples to each laboratory. In response
to the comments, we have revised this
section to indicate that each agency
shall submit blind performance test
specimens to each laboratory it
contracts w/th in the amount of at least
50 percent of the total number of
samples submitted [up to a maximum of
5(30 samples) durin8 the initial 9a-day
period of program implementation and a
minimum of I0 percent of all samples (to
a maxinuz, m of 250) submitted per
quarter thereafter. The Final Guidelines
also clarify that approximately 80
percent of the blind performance test
samples are to be blank (i.e.. certified to
be drug freel and the remamin8 samples
are to be positives (2.$2(d}(3) and 3.7).
The cost of the blind performance teat
samples will be borne by the submitting
agency.

34. Several commentore requested
corrective action and reanalyais of
previously run specimens in the case of
discovered laboratory administrative
error. They also requested that the onion
and all employees who tes~’ed positive
be notified of the error in writing. The
recommendation was to notify, a]l
employees with positive results who
were tasted between the time of
resolution of the error and the preceding
cycle of cor~,ct results. In the case of an
administrative error, there are no plans
to automatically have all specimens
retested. The decision on whether to
retest will be dependent on the type end
extent of the error. For example, if 8
single employee’s test results were
transcribed incorrectly, nothing would
be gained from rerunnmg all the
spemmens in ¯ given timeframe since it
would not change the values attributed
to the specimens, if an error occmTed
such that it was not dear whose
specimen was being tested and which
results belonged to which specimen, this
would require reseating of the group for
~,hich the values where uncertain and
for those analytes for which the values
were uncertain. However. it would be
unproductive to require the automatic
I etestin8 of all specimens for any error.

Agency policy under which
individ~ are notified of errors will
depend on the "~roumat~nces. if the
error in corrected before the results art
reported to any employee, it is

unnecessary to notify each employee
that an error was cliacovemd and
subsequently corrected. If a discovered
error affects an employee after results
have been reported, the Medical Review
Officer all be notified and the affected
employee will also be nutted thtoueh
the appropriate mechamems_established
by each aeuncy.

35. Several commentore indicated that
the laboratory contract should be
suspended if the laboratory committed
the same administrative error twice and
that the designated reviewing official’s
discretion to continue ̄  laboratory in
the program should be more limited or
more cteady defined. The Department
has reviewed the comments concerning
the point at which a contract should be
suspended because of an administrative
error and submits that the current policy
allows sufficient flexibility end
protection to the employee and the
laboratory and that it should not be
changed. There are no circumstances
under which 8dminiatret/ve or human
error can be entirely eliminated. The
maior assurance of accuracy in the
overall program is the series of checks
to assure that such errors are detected
and corrected. The reviewing official
has been seven the necessary flexibility
and definition of authority to make the
appropriate technical and program
iudgmenta concecnin8 the stat~s of each
facdity and to assure that reasonable
and responsible de.aloha ere made.
Nevertheless. the Final Guidelines add
several feat’tu’es to put 8rester
responalbi]ity on the individual
responsible for the day-to-day
management of the dru8 testing
laboratory for the quality assurance
program and ensuring that quality
assurance procedures are fdilowed.
These G~delines also more cleeHy
describe what constitutes i quality
aesttrance and quality cOOt~l program
to detect and correct errors (Z3) and a
program of performance testing (3.17-
3.19|.

We have chosen not to include a
formal definition of administrative or
clerical error in the Guidelines aa was
su88estsd. Among the errors to which
either term refers are incorrect
tranaeript/on of teat results or errors in
recording specimen identltlel, i.e.. errors
that ere not due to the analysis of the
specimens with regard to analytical
accuracy, pm:ision, interpretation of
test resttlt~ or calibration of equipment.
Clearly anulytinal errors ere not
considered "administrative." While it is.
ngt poesthle to write 8mdelinas that
cover every possibility, at no place in
these Guidelines are ino0trect analyses
comidered adminismttive en’or but

rather ate consistently U’eeted as u basis
fur prompt action altsinst the Isberetory
by the rosu~rulible officials.

36. Several commentore indicated that
laboratory inspections should be
conducted unannounced and that union
representatives should be permitted to
accompany the inspection teams. The
Guidelines neither require nor prohibit
unannounced inspections. They
contemplate that agencies will. through
their con’S’act with 8 certified
laboratory, specify the terms and
conditions of inspentions in accordance
with the requirements in the Guidelines.
if individuals other than members of the
inspection team were entitled to
accompany the inspector’s, it would
sismficandy Complicate coordination
and conduct of the inspections. More
importantly, we see additional
participants in the in~-’tion as .
inhibiting the laboratory’s freedom to
provide complete cooperation out of
concern for protecting proprietary
information. While some iaberetoriea
may be willing to provide eecerted tours
to union officiala to illestrsts the quality
of, their processes, the Guidelines do not
estabfi,sh 8 right for union off’trials to
parddpets in inspections incident to
certification of laboratories under these
Guidelines (2.4{1) and 3.20).

37. One cemmentor indinsted that any
of the five general factors indicated in
3.13(b} as a possible basis for revocetinn
in the cer~fication requirements should
inevitably lead to revocation without
any h~ther determination that the
revOCation is "necessary." The isle of
how many potential 8rounds for
revocation are necessary to determine
that revocation of a laboratory is
necessary was coasulored when the list
of 8round= was developed. The
Deparmtent views the nature end
senoasness of the facts concerning the
8rannchl for revmmtion es factors to be
wei~.hed in deciding to revoke ̄
certification, it is dil~cult end would not
contribute to the maintenance of high
qualltytesUn8 standards to develop o
prio~ statements about the magnitude of
an offense or e combination of
violations and to formulate nscesaary
actions in response to each possible
violation of the provlsiona of 3.13. All
five factors listed are conaidered serious
violations of these cortiflcation m’ltena.
and it Is not ~sery for more than
one factor to be vinletsd to take action
against 8 laboratory. However. the
Guidelines retain the flexibility far the
Secxmary to detenaine that revocation
is neceesm7 to easm.e the hdl reliability
and acanmcy of drus trots and the
accurate reporting of test results
(3.13(b)}.
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38. Several commentors indicated that
when a laboratory fails ¯ performance
test it would be inordinately expensive
(especially in high volume laboratories)
to retest all samples since the last
performance test the laboratory passed
and to test for all analytes rather than ....
for the one anatyte for which the
laboratory had failed performance
testing. The reason for retestin8 all
positive samples since the last

obtained on the first or second challenge
that a laboratory cannot achieve an
overall grade of gO percent on the three
successive performance test challenges.
then the laboratory will fail at that
point. Laboratories already in the
program must achieve a grade of 90
percent on each shipment of
performance testing, it was unclear in
the proposed notice whether the grade
of 90 percent referred only to the

successful performance test is that the positive samples. We intend that the 90
quality of the test results has been
called into question, in order to verify
test results for the period between a
successful performance testing and the
failed testing, it will be necessary to
retest all specimens tested positive for
which an incorrect analysis may have
been performed. It is not routinely
necessary to retest for all ana|ytes hut
only for those on which the laboratory
[ailed its performance testing. However.
the laboratory may be required to test
for other unalytee t| the performance
test failure reflects broader problems
(3.19(b}|l)(v}).

39. Several commentors indicated that
performance testing every other month
is excessive and that quarterly testing
would be sufficient to assure the quality
of the testing. Others indicated that
fewer challenges per shipment would be
adequate to determine the quality of the
laboratory. Still other individuals stated
that the limits for acceptable
performance on performance tests were
too high in terms of the concentrations
used, Others said that the grading
criterion of failure based on one false
positive was too stnct. We have
reviewed the concerns that bimonthly
performance testing is excessive and
maintain that the use of performance
tests is a valid outcome measure of
performance and will assist in the
evaluation of quality of the laboratory
performance. If future experience with
the program indicates that a lesser

. frequency will assure the quality of the
testing, we will revise the frequency and
the number of specimens accordingJy.
Relatively frequent performance testin8
reduces the time period for which
samples may have to be rerun in case of
performance test failure (3.17).

To the extent that the Guidelines’
amended the cutoff Unuta for drugs for
which employees may be tested for
consistency with those currently used
by the Department of Defense, it was
necessary to modify the values of the
various performance test samples
correepondin81y. We have clarified that
a laboratory must achieve an overall
Ip~de of gO percent on the first thru
cumulaUve shipments of performance
testa and that if such a poor lpmde is

percent refer only to positive samples.
since any negative sample giving rise to
a false positive would be the basis for
automatic disqualification for initial
certification, it also was unclear
whether the go percent referred to
performance on all drugs in the
shipment, not on each drug tested. We
have clarified the Guidelines in both
these areas. We adopted a strutegy
requiring 90 percent for all drugs
because it is not always feasible to have
a sufficient number of challenges for
each drug in’each shipment to avoid a
single failure on a drug leading to a
failing grade of less than 90 percent
(3.19(b)(2}}.

40. Some commentors thought
laboretoMes should be required to notify
all users if their certification wes
revoked. Since the requirements in these
Guidelines only apply to certification for
Federal drug testing programs, it would
be inappropriate to require laboratories
to notify non-Federal users of revocation
or suspension.

41. We have not adopted the
recommendations that any changes in
the Guidelines be accomplished by
publication of a notice, review of
comments;and then publication of final
changes. (Section 503 of Pub. L 10o-71
redinred such steps for initial
development of these Guldelinn.) The
time required for this orocese would not
permit rapid adjustment to changes in
technology. Accordingly, the Guidelines
retain the provision permitting final
revision of these Guidelines by
publication of a notice in the Federal
Relcetor (1.3).

42. One commentor susseeted that
only positive tests be certified as to
accuracy and validity before reporting.
AJthoush this practice would reduce
paperwork, it does not reflect the
potential impact on public safety of false
nsgative results. The Guidelines
continue to require that negative results
be reviewed carefully and attested to by
the proper officials in the same way as
positive results {Z.4(8}).

43. One commentor wentod us to
specify the ~imo the inthvidmd
responsible for day-to-day management
must spend in the leboretory. No chanee

has been made in the Guidelines. The
critical factor here is the quality of the
work and not the absolute number of
hours spenL The Department views the
use of outcome measures of
performence for the laboratory as more
:ffective in assuring accurate and -
reliable test results than attempting to
set hours for the responsible individual
particularly in view of the qualifications
which the Guidelines set for the
individual responsible for day-to-day
management of the drug testing
laboratory.

44. The criterion for retesting
specimene (i.e,, those being challenged)
was clarified to indicate that in
performing a retest the laboratory must
confirm the presence of the substance
hut does not have to confirm that it is
present above the cutoff level. Since the
drug levels may deterinrate with time. it
is only necessary to show that the drug
(or its metabolite) is present 
reconfirm its presence during retesting
(2.4(i)).

45. A provision has been added to the
Guidelines requiring that laboratoriee be
capable of testing for at least the five
classes of dr~gs specified in the
Guidelines. The laboratories are being
required to possess the flexibility to test
for all the specified classes of drugs in
order to assure that they have a
sufficient range of capabilities to
respond to the agenciee’ testing
protocols, inciud/nS testm8 for
reasonable suspicion (3.4).

46. Several Federal agencies
commenting on the proposed guidelines
sought waivers of particular provisions
in reliance on the original Seieotific and
Technical GuideUnee issued February
13. 1967. wJdch provided that. "Agencies
may not deviate from the provieions of
these G,,ide[thee without the written
approv,,I of the Secretary. Heslth and
Human Services or his designee." This
waiver statement, wkich was not
explicit in the proposed guide[inss, is
included at l.llf~. Ablont lush a wdiver.
these Guidelines represent the exclusive
standard for unnulysie testing and
agencies may not deviate from these
established procedurel,

[n order to clarify that the leboratory
certification standards apply to
leboretoriee which have or seek
certification to perform urine drug
teetlng for Federel apnctes, a paragraph
was added to the applicability section,
1.1{c}. stating that 5ubpert C of the
Guidelines applies to any laboratory
which has or seeks such certification
end that cert~icetion is required to
perform mine drub tostUz8 fro. Federal
aeenctee.
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Section 4(d} of E.O. 12564 states that
"agencies shall conduct their drn8
testing pruBrame in accordance wlth
¯ " " [scientific and technical]
guidelines" promulgated by the
Secretary of Health and Human
Services. Since the Guidelines ,mpose
mandatory requirements on a
Government-wide basis, they ere
exempt from the duty to bargain under
section 7117(a)(1} of the Federal Service
Labor-Management Relations Statute.

Information CollK~on Requ/~meots

, Information collection and
recordkeeping requirements wlfich
would be imposed on laboratories
engaged in urme ~ testing for Federal
agencies concern qun[ity aseureJnce and
quality control; seetLnty end cham of
custody: documentation; reports;
performance testing; and inspections as
set out in 3,7, 3.8, 3.10. 3.11. 3.17, and
3,20. To facilitate ease of use and
uniform reporting, standard forms have
been developed for chain of custody
records and the permanent record booke
as referenced in 2J(c) and (f}.

The information collection and
recordkeeping requirements contained
in these Final Guidelines have been
approved by the Office of Management
and Budget under section 350’lk’h) of the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 and
have beet’s assisned contrn[ number
09300130. approved throush April 30,
1989.

Date: April 1. tg49a.
Robert F. Windom.
.4$$islonz Secretory for Hea#h.

Date: April I. 1988.
Otis R. 8owes.
Secretary.

These Final Mandatory Guidelines
hereby adopted in accordance with
Executive Order 12584 end section 503
of Pub. L 100-71 as set forth below:.

MANDATORY GUIDELINES FOR
FU)~ WORKPLACE DRUG
TESTING PROGRJUVlS
Sublmrt A--.Creamed
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Auditory: E.O. 1.?,564 ned sec. ~ of P~b. I.
100-71.

Subpmq A-.-Genend

LI Applicability.
(a} These mandatory guidelines apply

to:
[1} Executive Agencies el def’med in 5

U.S.C 105:
{Z} The Uniformed Services, as

defined in S U.S.C 2"tCrt (31 (but
excludin8 the Armed Forces as dermed
in 5 U.S.C. 2101(2)):

[3) And any other employin8 umt or
authority of the Federal Government
except the United States Postal Service.
the Postal Rate Com~mseion, and
employms units or authorities m the
lud/cial and Legislative Branches.
" {b) Any agency or component of an
egency ~th a dn~8 test/aS ps~oBnun m
exJltenco el of September 15, 19e~ and
the Departments of Translx)~,ll~ion and
EnerRy shall take such act/an as may be
nerasesry to ensure that the aBeucy ie
brought into compl/anc4 with then
Guidelines no later than 90 days after
they take effect, except that any Ndtctal
challenge that affects these GuideLines
shall not effect ~ testin R proffi~r~l
subject to this paragraph.

(c} Except as provided in ~ Subport
C of these Guidelines (which asiabllehes
laboratory cert:iflcedoa sumdanla}
al~pllee to any laboratory which has or
seeks certification to perform urine drub
test/n8 for Federal agencies und~ e d~
test/aS program conducted under E.O.
lZ,,~4. Duly laboratories cert/~ed under
thin stand~urd~ nre audmrlend to
l~rfom urino drus tesUq for Vederal
sea,den.

(d) The intellq~ence Community. as
dermed by Executive Order No. 12333.
shall be sobject to these Guidelines only
to the extent agreed to by the head of
the affected agency.

{e} These Guidelines do not apply to
drdg tsstin~ conducted under legal
authority other than E.O. 12564.
including testing of pe~JOOS in the
criminal justice system, such es
arrestees, detsinees, probstionm.
[ncarceretsd persons, or pareieee.

(f’} Agencies may not deviate from the
provisions of these Guidelines without
the written approval of the Secretary. [n
requesting approval for ¯ deviation, an
agency must petition the Secretary in
writing and describe the specific
prevision or prov~dona for which ̄
deviation is sooght end the rationale
therefor. The Secretary may approve the
request upon a finding of good cause as
determined by the Sec~tary.

1.2 Defl.,~t/ons.
For purposes of these Guidelines the

followin 8 defmitions ere adopted:
Aliquot A portion of e epec~nen ueed

for test~n&
Chain of Custody ~ to

account for tho integrity of each urine
specimen by t~’ackin8 its hand]ins and
storage from point of specimen
eolleotlon to final disposition of the
specimen. These procedures shell
reqmre that an approved agency chain
of custody form be used from time of
collection to receipt by the leberetory
end that upon receipt of the laboratory
an appropriate laboratory chain of
custody form(s) account for the sample
or sample aUquots within the laboratory.
Chain of cuntody forms shell, at e
mm~um, include an en~z~y document/n8
date and propose each t~me a specimen
or aliquot it handled or txensferred and
ident/fyins every thdlvtdual in the chain
of coltody.

CoilectJon Site A place designated by
the agency where mdividunls present
themeslves for the purpose of prov~din~
a spechnen of their urine to be analyzed
foe the presence of drubs;

Collection Site Penon A ~nma who
imll~mctl and assists indlviduale st e
collect’ion site end who rec=eives and
makes an initial examination of the
urine specimon provided by shoes
individonis. A collection site person
shall have eueceesfully mmpleted
u’ain/nS to carry out this funcdan.

Confinnoter~ Test A second
analytical procedure to Identify the
presence of 8 specific dru8 or motabulite
which is independent of the initial test
and which mm 8 deft’eras todmique
end chem/cai principle born that of the
int/tisl test [n order to ensure rellvbilJty
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and accm’acy. (At this time gas
chromatogrephy/m¯se spectrometry
(CC/MS) is the only authorized
cunfirm¯Uon method for cocaine.
mariju¯na, opt¯tee, amphetamines, and
phencyclidine.)

In/tin/Test (oJ¯o known as Screen/n@"
Test) An unmunossay screen to
ei!min¯te "negative" ~rine specimens .
from further consideration,

Medical Roview Officer A licensed
physician responsible [or receiving
laboratory reanlts generated by an
agency’8 drug testu~ program who h¯s
knowledi]e of substance ̄ buss disorders
and has apprapri¯te medical training to
interpret and ̄ vahi¯te an individual’s
positiv¯ test rag"it together with his or
her medical history and any other
relevant biomedicni information.

Permonent A~co~ Book A
permenendy bound book in which
identibyin8 date on each specimen
collected at a collection site are
perm¯nently recorded in the sequence of
collection.

I:~eoaon to Be//eve Reason to believe
that a particular individual m¯y alter or
substitute the urine specimen as
provided in section 4(c) of E.O. 12564.

Secretory The Secretary of Health and
Human Services or the Secret¯ry’s
dessgnee. The Secretary’s designee may
be contr¯ctor or other recognized
or~amzatinn which acts on behalf of the
Secretary in implementing these
Guidelines.

z.3 Future Revisions.
In order to ensure the full reliability

and ̄ ccuracy of drug assays, the
accurate reporting of test results, and
the integrity and efficacy of Federal drug
testing programs, the Secretary may
make changes to these Guidelines tO
reflect improvements in the available
science ¯nd technology. These changes
will be published in final as a notice m
the Fedmld Relator.

Subpart B---Scientific end Teclmicai
Requlnrmenta

2. t The Drugs.
(a) The Prasidsnt’e Executive Order

12564 def’mea "ifiegal chugs" as those
included in Schedule I or II of the
Controlled Substances Act (CSA). but
not when used pursuant to ¯ valid
prescription or when used as otherwise
authorized by law. Hundreds of drugs ""
are covered under Schedule I and II and
while it is not feasible to test routinely
for ¯ft of them. Federal drug testin8
proMrams shall test for drugs as follows:

(1) Federal agency applicant and
random dro8 tes~ programs sbeft at ¯
minimum test for marijuana end
cocaine.

(2) Federal agen~.’y spplicsnt’and
random dru8 testing pro~’ums are also
¯ uthonzed to test for opiates.-
amphetamines, and phencyclidinec end

(3) When conducting reasonable
suepidon. ̄ ccident. or unsafe practice
teatin& ¯ Federal agency may test for
any drug Listed in Schedule I or II of the
CSA.

(b) Any agency covered b~’-the~e

be permztted in any part n~he~-
designated collection site when urine
specimens are collected or stored.

(e) Privacy. Procedures for coilecZinq
unne specsmerm shaII allow individual
privacy unless there ts ransms to believe
that a particular ind/vidunl may alter or
substitute the spec2men to be provided.

. . [[) Integrity nod.Identity o[ Specimen.
Agencies shaft take precautions to

CSA.
(c) Urine specimens collected

’ pursuant to Executive Order 12564. Pub.
L. 100-~. and these Guidelines shaft be
used only to test for those drugs
included in agency drug-free workplace
plans and may not ba used to conduct
any other analysis or test unless
otherw/se authorized by law,

(d) These Guidelines are not intended
to limit any agency which is specifically
authorized by law to include additional
categories of drugs in the drug testing of
its own employees or employees in its
regu/ated industries.

Specimen Col]ection Procedu~s.

[n) Designotion of Collection Site.
Each agency drug testing proarom shall
have one or more designated collection
sites which have all necessary
personnel mateMals, equipment,
facilities, and supervision to provide for
the collection, security; temporary
storoge, and shipping or trensportotion
of u/me specimens to a certified drug
tasting laboratory.

(b) Securtqt Procedures shall provide
for die deetgnated collecuon site to ~e
SatUrn, If ¯ collection site faci~ty/8
dedicated solely to urine collection, it
sbell be secure at all times. If ¯ facdity
cannot be dedicated solely to drug
testin8. the portion of the facility used
for tainting sbell be secured during dro8

of co, y. :h.in of
’ custody standardized forms shah be

properly executed by authorized
cnftection site personnel upon receipt of
specimens. Handling and transportation
of urine specimens from one ̄ utberized
individual or place tO another shall
always be accomplished through chain
of custody procedures. Every effort shall
be made to ~ the number of
persons handling specimens.

[d) Arcane to Aut.bor~ed Peraonnol
Only. No unauthorized pereonnel shaft

collected. The following minimum
precautions shah be taken to ensure that
unadulterated specunene are obtained
and correctly iden~ed.

(1) To dater the dilution of specimens
at the collection site. tollat bluing agents
shall be placed in toilet tanks wherever
possible, so the reservoir of water in the
toilet bowl always remains blue. There
shaft be no other source of water (e.8..
no shower or sink) in the enclosure
where unnstion occurs.

(2) When an individual arrivee at the
collection site, the collection site person
shall request the individual to present
photo identification, If the individual
does not have proper photo
identification, the collection site person
shall contact the supervieor of the
individual the coordinator of tha drug
test/n8 proem, or any other agency
offici al who can poeitivaiy identify the
individual. If the individuaYs identity
cannot be established, the collection site
person shall not proceed with the
collection‘

(3} ff the individual fails to arrive at
the assigned time. the collection site
parson shaft contact the appropriate
authority to obtain gnidance on the
action to be taken,

~4) The coilecuon site person shall ask
the individual to remove any
unnecessory outer 8armenia such as ¯
coat or jackal thlt might conceal items
or subetancee that could be used to
tamper with or adulterate the
individunl’s urine specimen. The
collection site parson ehaU ensure that
all personal belongings such as a purse
or briefcase remain with the outer
garments. The individual may retain his
or her wallet.

(5) The individual shall be instructed
to wash and dry his or her hands prior
to urination‘

(el After washing hen.d~.~e
individunl shaft remain m me presence
of the coftectton site person and shaft
not beva e~ to any water fouatein.
faucet., soIp dilpt~llCl’, c~laBin8 e~t or

8urdeJinea shall petition the Secretary in ensure that ¯ urine epm:hnen not be
writing for approval to include in its adulterated or diluted during the
teat/n8 protocols any drugs (or classes of collection procedure and that
drugs) not listed for Federal agency information on the urine bottle and in
teetm$ in paragraph (a) of this section. ,~. ............

,. = ~ -., tile recor~ nOOK can ioennl~ me
Such approval shall be lumted to me use individual from whom the specimen was
of the appropriate science end
technology and shaft not otherwise limit
agency discretion to test for any drugs
covered under Schedule I or II of the
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any other materials which could be used
to adulterate the specimen.

(7) The individua| may provide his/
her specimen in the privacy of u etaII or
otherwise partitioned area that allows
for individual privacy.

(8} The coUection site person shall
note any unusu41 behavior or
appearance in the permanent record
book.

(9) In the exceptional event that 
agency-designated collection site is not
accessible and there is an immediate
requirement for specimen collection
(e.g.. an accident investigation), 8 public
rest room may be used according to the
following procedures: A collection site
person of the same gender as the
individual shall accompany the
individual into the public rest room
which shell be made secure during the
collection procedure, If possible, a toilet
bluing agent shell be placed in the bowl
and any accessible toilet tank. The
collection 5ire person shall remain in the
rest room. but outside the stall, until the
specimen is collected. If no blum8 agent
is available to deter specimen dilution,
the collection site person shall instruct
the individual not to flush the toilet until
the specimen is delivered to the
collection site person. After the
collection site person has possession of
the specimen, the individual will be
instructed to flush the toilet and to
participate with the collection site
person in completing the chain of
custody procedures.

{10) Upon mceivin8 the specimen from
the individual, the collection site person
shall determine that it contains at isest
60 milliliters of urine. If there is less than
60 mtllifiters of urine in the container.
additional anne shall be collected in I
separate container to reach 8 total of 60
mLlliliters. (The temperature of the
partial specimen in each separate
container shall be measured in
accordance with paragraph (t~(lZ) of this
section, and the partial specimens shall
be combined in one container.) The
individual may be 8ivan a reasonable
amount of liquid to drink for this
purpose (e,8. e ~les of water). If the
individual fails for any meson to
provide 80 milliliters of ttl~e, the
collection site person shall contact the
appropriate authority to obtain guidance
un the action to be taken.

(11) Alter the specimen has been
provided and submitted to the collection
site person, the individual shall be
allowed to wash hie or her bondiJ.

[12) Immediately after the specimen is
collected, the collection site person shall
measure the temperature of the
specimen. The temperature meesudz~
device used must accurately mfl~:t ll~
temperature of the specimen and not

contaminate the specimen. The time
from urination to temperature
measurement is critical and in no case
sh,,]l exceed ,I minutes.

(13) If the temperature of a specimen
is outside the range of 32..5"-37,7"C/
g0 ’t*-°JZ8"F. that is a reason to believe
that the individual may have altered or
substituted the specimen, and another
specimen shall be collected ander direct
observation of a same gender coLlectine
site person and both speconens shell be
forwarded to the laboratory for testing.
An individual may volunteer to have his
or her oral temperature taken to provide
evidence to counter the ressou to
belle ;he individual may have altered
or substituted the specimen caused by
the specimen’e temperature falling
cuL~ide the proscribed tense.

(14) Immediately after the specimen is
collected, the collection site person shall
alas inspect the specimen to determine
its color and look for any signs of
contaminants. A.ny unusual f’mdings
shall be noted in the permanent record
book,

(15) All specimens suspected of being
adulterated shall be forwarded to the
laboratory for testing.

(16) Whenever there is reason to
believe that a particular individual may
alter or substitute the specimen to be
provided, a second specimen shall be
obtained as soon as possible under the
direct observation of a same gender
collection site person.

(17) Both the individual being tested
and the collection site person shall keep
the specimen in view at all times prior to
its being sealed and labeled. If the
specimen is transferred to e second
bottle, the collection site person shall
request the individual to observe the
transfer of the specimen end the
placement of the temperproof seal over
the’bottle cap and down the sides of the
bottle.

(18) The collection site person and the
individual shall be present at the same
time dunng procedures outlined in
paraaraphs (f)((lg)-(~(22) of this 

(19J The collection site person shell
pisce securely on the bottle an
identification label which contains the
date. the individual’s specimen number.
and any other identibyinB information
provided or required by the zqlency,

(20) The individual shaU initial the
identification label on the specimen
bottle for the purpose of certifyin8 that it
is the specimen collected from him or
her.

(ZI) The collection site person shall
enter in the permanent record book all
information identifyin 8 the specimen. ̄
The collection site person shall sian the
pormlnent record book next to the
identltytnli information.

(22) The individual shall be asked to
read end sign a statement in the
permanent record book certifying that
the specimen identified ea havre8 been
collected from him or her is in fact that
specimen he or she provided.

(23) A higher level supervisor shall
review and concur in advance with any
decision by a collection site person to
obtain a specimen under the direct
observation of e same gender collection
site person based on e mason to believe
that the individual may alter or
substitute the specimen to bs provided.

(24) The collection site person shall
complete the chain of custody form.

(25) The urine specimen and chain of
custody form am now reedy for
shipment. If the specimen is not
immediately prepared for shipment, it
shall be appropriately safegnarded
during temporary storage.

(26} While any part of the above
chain of custody procedures is being
performed, it is essential that the urine
specimen and custody documents be
under the control of the involved
collection site person. If the involved
collection site pemon leaves his or her
work station momentarily, the specimen
and caetody form shall be taken with
him or her or shall be secamd. After the
collection site person returns to the
work 8tution, the custody process will
continue. If the collection site person is
leaving for an extended period of time.
the specimen shall be packaged for
mailing before he or she leaves the site.

(8/ Collection Control. To the
maximum extent possible, collection site
persormei shall keep the individual’s
specimen bottle within sight both before
and after the individual has urinated.
After the specimen ie collected, it shall
be property sealed and labeled. An
approved chain of custody form shall be
used for maintaining control and
accountability of each specimen from
the point of collection to final
disposition of the specimen. The date
and purpose chsll be documented on an
approved chain of custody form each
time a specimen is handled or
transfer’rsd and’every individual in the
chain shell be identified. Every effort
shall be made to minimize the oumber of
persona hand/Ins specimens.

(h) Transportation to Laboratory.
Collection site personnel shall arrange
to ship the collected specimens to the
dr~ testin 8 laboratory. The specimens
shall be placed in containers designed to
minimize the possibility of damage
dori~ shipment, for example, specimen
boxes or padded mailers; and those
containers shell be 8ecumiy 8esisd to
eliminate the possibility of undetected
temperin& Ou the tape asdiuig the
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container, the coUectinn site supervisor
shall siaa and enter the date spac.tmens
were sealed m the cootamere for
shipment. The ccdlectton site personnel
shall ensure that the chain of cnstody
documentation is attached to each
container sealed for shipment to the
dr, m t.ti,w !abor=o~. . _
Z.3 £uborotory Pe,’,Jonnel.

(n) Day.to-Day MoJ~oaemenL

(5} This individual shall be
responsible for the laboratory’s having a
procedure manual which is complete.
up.to-date, available for personnel
performing tests, and-fogowed by those
personnel. The procedure manual shell
be reviewed, signed, and dated by this
responsible individua! whenever
procedures are first placed into use or
cben~.d or when a new individual
aesumea responsibility for manngement

control practices and procedures: the
review, interpretation, and reporting of
test results: maintenance of chain of
custody:, and proper remedial actions to
be taken in raspo~en to test systems
hem8 out of control limits or deteclCn8
aberrant test or quality control results.

(d) Other Penonnelr Other
technicians or nontechnical staff shag
have the necessary traix~t8 and skills
for the tasks assqptod,

(1) The laboratory shall have of the drug testing laboratory. Copies of (e) Taming. The laboratory’s u’me
qualified individual to assume All pracedun~ and dates on which they_ drag testing prosram shall make
professional, organxmztionnL
educational, and adaunisO’etive
responsibi|ity for the laboratory’s unnn
d,ro8 testing facility.

(2} This individual shall have
documented scientific qualifications in
analytical forensic toxicology. Minimum
qualifications are."

(i) Certification as a laboratory
director by the State in forensic or
clirucal laboratory toxicology: or

(ii} A Ph.D. in one o( the natural
sciences with an adequate
undergraduate and graduate education
in biology, chemistry, and phan~nacolngy
or toxicoloRy, or

[ill) TraimnB and experience
comparable to a Ph.D. in one of the
natural sciences, such as a medical or
scienl~c daaren with additional trmnm8
and laboratory/research experience in
biology, chemietry, and pharmacoingy or
t oxicolng~,, and

{iv) In addition to the requ~.rements in
(il, (ill and (iii) above, mimmm’n
quaiificaLtons also require:

(A} Appropriate experience in
analytical forensic tox~colo~J mcludin8
experience with the analysis of
biological material for drug* of abomL
and

(B) Appropriate tram,ing and/or
experience in forensic applications Of
analytical toxicoinsy, e.8.. publiceUons,.
court testimony, research concernto41
analytical toxicology of drual of abuen,
or other factors which qualify the
individual as an expert witness m
forensic toxJcolol~y.

(3) This individual shah be engaged 
and responsible for the day-to-day
manngement of the drug testiq _
laboratory even where another
individual has overall responsibility for
an entira muJt~pecialty laboratory.

(4) Thin individual shall 
responsible for eneurm8 that there am
enongh pemonnel with adequate
training and exl~rience to supervise and
conduct the work of the ~ testing
laboratory, He or she shall assure the
continued competency of laboratory
personnel by ducumeutin8 thor 1

inaorvico tr=mizqj, raviawn’~ their work
perfonaanco, and venfyin8 their skills.

are in effect shall be maintained. available conttou/n8 education programs
(SpeCific contents of the pruced~re
manual are deecnbed in 2.4(n)(1},)

(6} This individual shall be
responsible for maintaining a quality
assurance p~08ram to assure the proper
performance and reporting of all test
raeult¢ for maintaining acceptable
analytical performance for ell conmole
and standard¢ for maintaining quality
control testinf, and for assunng and
documenting the validitY, reliability.
accuracy, premsion, and performance
characteristics o[ each test and test
system.

(7) This individual shall be
responsible for tald.ng all remedial
actions necessary to maintain
satiefactory operation end performance
of the laboratory in response to quality
control systems not being within
performance spemficatinns, ermre in
result reporrin8 or in analysis of
performance testing reeuJts. This
individual shall ensure that sample
reeulte ere not reported until all
corrective actions have been taken end
he or she can assure that the teats
results provided are accurate and
reliable.

(b/ Test Validation. The laboratory’s
urine drag testing facility ehaH have a
qualified individual(s) who reviews 
pertinent data and quality control
results in order to attest to the validity
of the laboratory’s test reports. A
laboratory may designate more than one
person to perform this fimchorh Thle
individual(s) may be any employee who
ie qualified to be responsible for day-to-
day mnnngement or operation of the
d.-ng testin8 laboratory.

(cJ Day-~o-Doy Operations and
Supervision of Ann/yet& The
laboratory’s urine drng testin 8 facgity
shall have an individcal to be
responsible for day-to-day operations
and to ecpervise the techdical analysts,
Thie indivldual(s) shall have at least a
bacbelor’e degree in the chemical or
bioloa/cai sciences or medical"
tochndingy or equivalent. He or ebo
shall hilve training and experience in the
theory and practice of the procedure=
used in the laboratory, ramdring In his
her d~mmgh understanding of quality

to meet the needs of laboratory
personnel

(~ Files, Laboratory personnel files
shall in, lode: resume of trainm8 and
experience; cortti’lcation or license, if
any: referance~ job deecnptions:
records of performance evaluaUon and
advancement incident reports; and
results of tesUl which establish
employee competency foe the position
he or she holds, such as a test for color
bimdness, if appropriate.

2.4 Laboratory Analysis Proceduree.
(o/...~=mq, o.~ C.,h=m of Cue=#),. (z)

Drug testing laboratorins sha~ be secure
at all times. They sh=ll have in place
sufficient security measures to cantJrni
accP.~l to [,ha prom;lea cod to ensL~re
that nn uaauthonsed personnel handle
specimens or 8am accuses to the
laboratory prucemms or to leans where
records are stored. A¢¢ml8 to these
secured areas shag be Umited to
specu3ceHy authorized individuals
whose authonastioo m documented.
With the exception of perecnee.J
autbon,~d to conduct inspuct~lons on
behidf of Federal agnnc~es for which the
laboratory ia en~pd in urine tnstto8 or
on bchalf el. the Se~tory, a" authorized
visitora and mamtenamns lad mL,’mce
pereonneJ ch=" be escorted at all times.
Ducumnntotmn of indiWduak eccesmng
these urana, dates, and time of entry and
porpoas of entry must be maintained.

(Z) Laboratories aboll use chain of
custody procedures to maintain control
and iccou~tabdity atr sp41mmenl from
receipt d~o~ completinl~ of testmlL
reportiq ol" results, du.’dn8 etura~e, and
continuing until final dispceition of
specimens. The date and purpoee shell
be documented on an appropriate chain
el. custody form each time a specimen is
handled or transl.err,-wL and every
individual In the chain shah be
identified. Accordingly, authorized
technicians shall be resFeneible [or each

. urine specimen of aliquot in their
poeseesiou and shall elgn and complete
chain of ctmtody forms for those
s|~--’~mens or aHqan= u they are
received.



Federal Re~ster / Vo[. 53, No, 69 / Monday, April 11, 1988 / Notices 11983
Ill

(b/ReceA’ing. {1) When a shipment of
specimens is received, laboratory
personnel shall inspect each package for
evidence of possible tampering and
compare information on specimen
bottles w,thin each package to the
information on the accompanying chain
of custody forms. Any direct evidence of
tampering or discrepancies in the
information on specimen bottles and the
agency’s chain of custody forms
attached to the shipment shall be
immediately reported to the agency and
shall be noted on the Laboratory’s chain
of custody form which shall accompany
the specimens while they are in the
laboratory’s possession.

(2} Specimen botttes will normally be
retained within the laboratory’s
accession area until all analyses have
been completed. Aliquots and the
laboratory’s chain of custody forms
shall be used by laboratory personnel
for conducting initial and confirmatory
tests.

[c] Short.Term Refr/gerate# Storage.
Specimens that do not receive an initial
test within 7 days of arrival at the
Laboratory shall he placed in secure
refrigeration units. Temperatures shall
not exceed 8"C. Emergency power
equipment shall be available in case of
prolonged power failure.

(d) Spec/men Processing. Laboratory
facilities for urine drug testing w’~
normally process specimens by grouping
them into batches. The number of
specimens in each batch may vary
significantly depending on the size or’
the laboratory and its workload. When
conducting either initial or confirmatory
tests, every hatch shall contain an
appropriate number of standards for
calibrating the instrumentstion and a
minimum of 10 percent conLrois‘ Both
quality control and blind performance
test samples shall appear as ordinary
samples to Laboratory analysts.

(e) lnitio/Teal (1} The initiefl test
shall use an intmanoaesay which meets
the requirements of the Food and Drug
Administration for commercial
distribution. The followin8 initial cotoff
levels shall be used when screening
specimens to determine whether they
are negative for these five dross or
classes of drugs:

en~4l
14MM

(rig/toO
rn4~ta~aes .............................. t00

meutl:~t~es ............................. 300
OINm/tu ............................ ,300

AJn~mammes ......... t.000

,2~I/ml S ~ ~ for ~ n~r-

(2) These test levels are subiect 
change by the Department of Health and
Human Services as advances in
technology or other considerations
warrant identification of these
substances at other concentrations.
initial test methods and testing Levels for

(2] The laboratory shol! report os
ne$ot/ve all specimens which are
negative on the initial test or negative
on the confii’Inatory test. Only
specimens confirmed positive shall be
reported positive for a specific drug.

(3) The Medical Review Officer may
other drugs shall be submitted in writing request from the laboratory and the
by the agency for the wrtiten approval laboratory shall provide quantitation of
of the Secretary.

([] Confirmatory Test. (1] ALl
specimens identified as positive on the
initial test shall be confirmed using gas
chromatography/mass spect~metry
(CC/MS) techniques at the cutoff values
iis*,,d in this paragroph for each chug.
Ah ,.dnfirmations shall be by
quantitative analysis. Concentrations
which exceed the linear region of the
standard curve shall be documented in
the laboratory record as "greeter than
highest standard curve value."

Ccnfizma.
tory

{ng/
m,t

Msr, luana r~ts~le, ................................ 15
C~ mayo a .................................... 150

A~

’ 04ea-S-t ~
. e.,r=m,.,cv:~

(2) These test levels are subject 
change by the Oeparnnent of Health and
Human Services as advances in
technology or other considerations
warrant identification of these
substances at other concentrations.
Confirmatory test methods and testing
levels for other drup shall be submitted
in w3"iting by the agency for the written
approval of the Secretary.

(g) Rnporfi,,lg Result.s. (1) 
laboratory shaU report test ms*its to the
agency’s Medical Review Officer within
an average of 5 worki~J days after
receipt of the specimen by the
laboratory. Before any test ms, It is
reported |the rocults of imri*i tests,
confirmatory tests, as" quality control
data}, it shaU be ray/awed and the test
certified as an accurate report by the
responsible individual. Tha report shall
identify the drugs/matabolitee tested
for, whether positive or ne8ative, and
the cutoff for each, the specimen number
nssilpled by the agency, and the drug
tectin8 laboratory specimeu
identification number. The results
[positive and negaUva} for all specimens
submitted at the same time to the
laboratory shall be ropmtod beck to the
Med/cal Review Officec st the same
time.

test results. The Medic*i Review Officer
may not disclose quantitation of test
results to the agency but shall report
only whether the test was positive or
negative,

(4} The laboratory may transmit
results tO the Medical Review Of~cer by
various electronic means {for example.
teteprintem, facsimile, or computer) in a
manner designed to ensure
confidentiality of the information.
Results may not be provided verbally by
telephone. The ]aboretory must ensure
the security of the data transmission
and Limit access to any data
transmission, storage, and retrieval
system.

(S) The laboratory shall send only to
the Medico[ ReYiew Officer t certified
copy o| the orig~*i cbem of custody
form signed by the individual
responsible for day.to-day management
of the drug testing lsboretory or the
indisddual respocuoibie for attesting to
the validity of the test reports.

(6} The [sborotory shaU provide to the
asency official responsible for
coo~lmation of the drua-h~ workplace
progrum a monthly statistical summery.
of urinalysis leslie8 of Federal
employees and shall not include in the
summary any personal identifying

¯ information. ImUal and confirmation
data shall be included from test results
reported within that month. NormaLly
this summary shall be forwarded by
re8tstsred ur cart~ed mail not more
than 14 calendar days after the end of
the month covered by the summary. The
summary shall contain the foUowing
in[ormation:

(i) Initial Testins:
(A} Number o! specimens received:
(n} Number of specimens reported out:.

and
(C) Number of spodmens screened

positive for:.
Marijuana metabolitss
Cocaine metabolites
Opiate metabolites
Phencyolidine
Amphetamines
(iL) Confirmatory Testing:
(A) Numbec el’ specimens ,’eceived ~or

conlFum~atinn:
(B) Numl~’ of specimens confirmed

po~tiva ton.
Marijumm metobollte
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Cocainn me~bolJta
Morph/ne. codeine
Phenc’, clidine
Amphetamine
Methamphetamine
(7) The laboratory shaU make

available copies of eU analyticul results
for Federal dz’u8 testin 8 pro~L~,ls when
requested by DHHS or any Federal
agency for which the laboratory is
performing drag testing services.

or any o~aruzatinn performJn8
[ab(~’atory cert,~cation on behalf of the
Secretary shah reserve the right to
inspect the laboratory at any time.
Agency contracts with laboratories for
dr~g testing, u well as comzacts for
cullectinn site saP,~ces, shal.i permit the
agency to conduct unannounced
inspecUons. In addition, prier to the
award of a contract the agency shall
carry out preaward inspections and

(8) Unless otherwise instructed by the evaluation of the procedaral aspects of

a~ency in wntma, all records pertoinu~ the laboratory’s dr~ testa8 operation.
to a given urine specimen shall be - (m) Docum-en:aLion. The drug testin8
retained by the drug testing laboratory
for ¯mmimum o[ 2 years.

(h] Lon~-Term Storose. Long-term
froznn storage ( -20 "C or less) anau~es
that positive urme specimens w~lt be
available for any necessary ratest
dunng adminJsU’aUve or discipimary
proceedings. Unless otherwise
authorized in wntin8 by the agency,
drug testing laboratories shah retain and
place in properly secured long-term
frozen storage for a mmimum of I year
all specimens co~med positive.
Within this 1-year period an agency may
request the laboratory to ratam the
specimen for an additional period of
time. but if no such request is received
the laboratory may discard the
specimen after the end of I year, except
that the laboratory shall be requ.Uecl to
~naintain any spec.mtens under legal
challenge for an indefinite period.

[i} RRtest/n8 Specimens. Becauae
some anaiytes deteriorate or are lost
ciuring freezin8 and/or storage,
quantitation [or a retest is not subject to
a spec~c cutoff requirement but must
~rovide data sufficient to con/~rm the
presence oi the drug or metaboiite.

(jJ SubcontrectJn8. Drug testing
labnratories shall not subconu’act end
shall perform all work with thaw own
pemonnal and equipment unJeca
otherwise authorized by the agency. 1"me
laboratory must be capable of
performing testing for the five clasaen oJ’
drubs (marijuana, cocaine, opiates,
phencyulJdme, and amphetamines| ceilNI
the initia! immunoassay and
confrmatow CC/MS methods specified
in these Guidelines.

/k) Laborotory Focilitfea. (1)
Laboratory facilities shall comply with
~pplicable provisions of any Stats
ticensura requirements.

(2) Laboratories certified in
accordance with Subpart C of these
Guidelines shall have the capability, at
the same laboratory premises, of
perfonmn8 imtial and com’irmatory tests
for each di’u8 or metabolito for which
service ~,, offered.

(I) Inapecubn¢ The Secretary, any
Federal agancy udl~g the lahorata~,

laboratories shall maintain and make
available P",’.at least 2 years
documenta.o’n of all aspects of the
testin 8 process. This Z-year period may
be extended upon wnttun no.Scat,ion
by DHHS or by any Federa,I agancy for
which laboratory services are bein8
provided. The required documentation
shall include personnel files no all
individuals authorized to have access to
specimens; chaln of custody documents:
quality assarance/qua[ity control
records: procedure manuals; all test date
(including calibration curves and any
calculations used in determining test
results); reports: performance records on
performance testin~J: performance on
certification inspections: and hard
copies of computer-generated data. The
laboratory shall be required to maintain
documents for any specsrrmn under legal
challenge for an indefnite perind.

(n) Add~bonn~ Requirements lot
Certified Laborotoriea..-(Z} Procedure
Manual Each laboratory shall have a "
procedure manual which includes the
pnnciples of each test. preparation of
reagents, standards and cnntrnls~
culibratinn procedures, derivation of
rasultl, Hneanty of methods, sensitivity
of the methods, cutoff valses.
mechanisms for reporting results,
controls, nntena for unacceptable
specimens and res,,JtL remedial actions
to be t-~an when the test 8yetema ara
outside of acceptable limits, raagents
and expiration dates, and references.
Copies of all prateduroa and dates on
which they are in effect shall be
maintained u part of the manual.

(21Skznd~de and Controls.
Labaratnry standards shefi be prapar~l
with pure drug standards which ire
properly labeled as to contnut and
concentration. The standarda shall be
labeled with the fnllowiq dates: when
received; when prepared or opimed:
when placed [n services: und sxph’8~oa
date.

(3) lnstz~unen~ ond Equipment. (i)
Volumetnn pipettes and me~urm8
devices shell be cm’t~ied for accuracy or
be cbetk~d by ~ravuaelzic, ~lort~U’ic,
or other verification proced~.
Automatic pipettes and dihitora shag be

checked for aoc-,u’acy and
reproducibility before being p~cud in
se..’wce and checked pm’iodicaily
thereafter.

(ii) Tbera shall be written pl~’eduraS
for insl:mment sat*up and normal
operation, a schedule for cbeckin$
c~tic~ operating characteristics for all
instrument¢ tolerance limits for
acceptable hmctinn checks and
instructions for me|or trouble shooting
and repair. Records shaft be available

_on pravanUve maintenance.
(4) Remedial Actions. There shell be

w’ntten procedural for the actions to be
taken when systems are out of
accceptable limits or errors are
detected. Them shaft be documematinn
that these procedures are followed and
that all nececlm’y corra¢tive ectioce are
taken. There sh~l alan be in place
systems to vex~ all stages of tests8
and reportin 8 and docmnenta~ion that
these procedures are followed.

(5) Penonne] A vnilable To Test/[y 
Proceedi~ A laboratory s~adl ~ave
qualified peraonnal available to testi~
in an admimstrative or disciplinary
proceeding aaulnst a Federal employee
when that proceeding is based on
positive urinalysis results reported by
the laboratory.

2,5 Qunlity A.~uran¢~ nmd Quo/i~y

(n) Genes/. ~ testtn~ laboratories
shaU have ¯ quality anu~nce program
which encompasses all aspect~ of the
testin 8 prncese includin8 but not limited
to specimen anqulsition, chain of
custody, security and reporting of
results, initial and confirmatory testing.
and validation of analytical preceduras.
Quality assurance precedn.,’es shall be
desillned, implemented, and reviewed to
monitor the conduct of elc~ step of the
process of tact’rag for

(b) Lubomtm7 Qunlity Control
Requirement# ~or InJtinl Tese$. Each
analy¢iun[ ~ of spedmans to be
screened shadl in¢/~d~

"- (1) Urine specimana ce~fied to
contain no

(2) Ur/ne specL-~ns fortified with
known sumdard~ and

(3) Positive control,, with the ~ or
metabolite at nr near the thraehold
(catoff).
in addition, with each batch of samples
a sufficient number of standards shall
be in,-luded to ensure and document the
llnelmty of the essay method over time
in the cnncen~atiun area of’ the cutoff.
After acceptable values are obtained for
the knnwn ~mdard~ those values will
be used to cuiculato sample data.
impiemantattms of pronsduraa to e,~ura
that carryover dogs not cuntaminste the
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testing of an individual’s specimen shall
be documented. A minimum of 10
percent of aII test samples shall be
quality control specimens. Laboratory
quality control samples, prepared from
spiked urine samples of determined
concentration shall be included in the
run and should appear as normal
samples to laboratory analysts, One
percent of each run. with a minimum of
at [east one sample, shall be the
laboratory’s own quality control
samples.

(C] Loborototy Quo/t’ty Control
Requirements for Confirmation Tests.
Each analytical run of specimens to be
confirmed shall include:

(1} Urine specimens certified to
contain no drug;

(2) Urine specimens fortified with
known standards: and

(3) Positive controls with the drug 
matabolite at or near th~ threshold
(cutoff}.
The linearity and precision of the
method shall be periodically
documented. Implementation of
pmoedures to ensure that can-yover
does not contaminate the testin 8 of an
individuars specimen shag also be
documented.

[d] Agency 8lind Pe#ormonoe Test
Procedures. (1} Agencies shall purchase
drug testing services only from ̄
laboratories certified by DH]HS or a
DHHS-Recognized certification program
in accordance with these Guidelines.
Laboratory participation is encouraged
in other performance testin 8 surveys by
which the laboratory’s performance is
compared with peers and reference
laboratories.

{2) During the initial 90-day period of
any uew drug testing progzlm, eark
agency shall submit blind performance
test specimens to each labcumtory it
contracts with in the amount of at least
50 percent of the total number of
samples submitted (up to a max/mum of
500 samples) and thereafter a m/n/mum
of 10 percent of all samples (to 
maximum of 250) 8ubm/tted per quarter.

{3) Appmximataly 80 percent of the
blind performance test samples shag be
blank (i.e.. certified to contain no drug)
and the remainin8 samples shall be
positive for one or more d."uas per
sample in a distribution such that ag the
drup to be tested are included in
approximately equal frequnncJes o[
challenge. The positive sample8 shall be
spiked only with those di’ugs for which
the agency is testin&

(4) The Secretary shall invastigate any
unsatisfactory performance testin8
result and. based on this investigation.
the laboratory shall take action to
correct the cause of the unsatisfactory

performance test result. A record shall
be make of the Secretary’s investigative
findings and the corrective action taken
by the laboratory, and that record shall
be dated end signed by the individuals
responsible for the day-to-day
management and operation of the dr,Jg
testin~ laboratory. Then the Secretary
shall send the document to the agency
contracting of~cer as a report of the
unsatisfactory performance testing
incident. The Secretary shall ensure
notification of the findin8 to all other
Federal agencies for which the
[aboratory is engaged in urine drug
’ ~ting and coordinate any necessary
action.

(5) Should a false positive error occur
on a blind performance test specimen
and the error is determined to be an
administrative error (clerical sample
mixup, etc.), the Secretary shall require
the laboratory to take corrective action
to minimize the occurrence of the
particular error in the future: and. if
there is reason to believe the error could
have been systematic, the Secretary
may also require review and reanalysis
of previously run specimens.

(8} Should a false positive error occur
on a blind performance test specimen
and the error is determined to be a
technical or methodolog/cnl error, the
laboratory shaU submit all quality
control data from the batch of
specimens which included the false
positive specimen. In addition, the
laboratory shall retest all specimens
analyzed positive for that drug or
metabo[ite from the time of final
resolution of the error back to the time
of the last satisfactory performance test
cycle. This retesl~z8 shall be
documented by a statement signed by
the individual responsibla for day-to-
day management of the laboratory’s
anne dru8 test~8. The Secretary may
reqoire an on-site review of the
laboratory which may be conducted
unannounced during any hum of
operations of the laboratory. The
Secretary has the optinn of revokin8
(3.!3) or suspending (3.14) 
laboratory’s certification or
recommending that no further action be
taken if the case Is one of less serious
error in which corrective action has
already been tnkan, thus reasonably
assuring that the error wiII not occur
again.

2.8 Interim CertificFffon Proceduro~.
Durth8 the interim certification period

as determined under paragraph (c).
agencies shag ensure laboratory
competence by one of the following
method,"

(a) ,a~mdes moy une agency or
controct laboratories that have been

certified for urinalysis testing by the
Depert:rnent of Defense: or

(b) Agencies may develop interim self-
certification procedures by establishing
preaward inspections and performance
testing plans approved by DHHS.

(c) The period during which these
interim certification procedures will
apply shall be determined by the
Secretary. Upon noticed hy the
Secretary that these interim certification
procedures are no longer available, all
Federal agencies subject to these
Guidelines shag only use laboratories
that have been certified in accordance
with Subpert C of these Guidelines and
all laboratories approved for interim
certification under paragraphs (a) and
(b) of this section shall become certified
in accordance with sebpert C within t"~o
days of the date of this notice.

2.7 Reportino ond Revlew o/ Resuits.

(n) Medicn/ Review Officer Shall
Review Resu/ts. An essential part of the
drug tesrin8 progxsm is the final review
of resnlts. A positive test result does not
automatically identify an employee/
applicant as an illegal dm8 user. An
individual with a detailed knowledge of
possible alternate medical explanations
is essential to the review of results. This
review shag be performed by the
Medical Review Officer prior to the
transmission of resulte to agency
admimstrative ofiScials.

(b) Me#/col Review O~icer--
Qualificotioae and Responsibilities. The
Medical Review Officer shag be a
licensed physician with knowledge of
substance abuse disorders and may he
an agency or contract employee. The
role of the Medical Review Officer is to
review and intarpret positive test results
.obtained thi’ough the egency’e testing
progrom, r. ccr’~ out this
respmudbgity, the Medical Review
Officer shaft examine alternate medical
explanations for any positive test resulL
This action could include conducting a
medical interview with the individual.
review of the individual’s medical
history, or review of any other relevant
biomedicnl factors. The Medical Review
Officer shag review all’medioel records
made available by the tested individual
when a cun.qrmed positive test could
have resulted from legally prescribed
medication. The Medical Review Officer
shall not, however, consider the results
of urine samples that are not obtained or
procossed in accordance with these
C, nldellnee.

(c/ Po~’tiva Test ReaulL Prior to
making a final derision to verify a
pesll/va test fault, the Medical Review "
Officm" shaft Siva the Individual an
opportunity to dis~.ts8 the test result
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with him or her. Followms ver/ficoton
of a positive test result. Lhe Meal/col
Review Ofnr..or sba~ refer the case to
the alpmcy Employee AssistaJ~e
Program end to the mermaement of Rcia]
empowered to recommend ox ta~e
admmistxatve action.

[d) Veri[icoU’on for opiates: review for
p~escriptlon medJatJ’On. Before the
Medical Review Ofncer verifies a
confirmed positive resuh for opiates, be
or she shaU determme that there is
clinical evidence--m addition to the
urine test.--o[ iUegal usa of any opium.
opiate, or opium derivative (e.8,,
morpldce/codeine) Usted in Schedule l
or fl of the Controlled Substances Act.
(Th.i: ~quh’=ment dae.~ not apply i.f the
agency’s CC/MS con/irolation test~8
for opiates Coheres the presence of 6-
monoacetylmorpbine.)

(e/ Reono/ysia Authorize#. Should
any question arise as to the accuracy or
validity of a positive test res-lL only the
MedicoJ Review Omcet Ls authorized to
order a reanalysis ofJbe ons~ua.l sample
and such relest~ are authorized only at
laboratories cert~ed under these
GuldeJinos.

(/~ Result Con~etont wi~h Legal Drug
Use. ff the Medical Review Office"
detorolines there is a legitimate me~ca]
explanation for the peeve test result.
he or she shaft determine that the result
is consistent with less/d~8 use end
take no hmher ectinn.

(g] Result ScienUficoJJy Z~eufJ~’c/enL
Additionally. the Me~c~d Review
Of’ricer, based on review of inspecHon
reports, quality control data. mu/tiple
samples, end other pertinent results.
may det~ that the resuh is
sciunti~coily inm,u~cient for ~rthor
action and declare the test spemmen
negative. In the situation the Medical
Review Offices" U~y request reanalysis
of the or~ml sample before maku~ tl~
dec~un. (Tha Medical Review Offices"
may request that reermlye|s he
performed by the same laboratory or, 81
provided in 2.7(a), that an aliquot of the
original epo¢imen be ~mt for umnnlylis
to an alternate laboratory wh~h is
certified in accordance with these
Gdidelines.} 1"he laboratory ~ assist
in th~ review process as requested by
the Mndinal Rmdew ofncor by making
available the individua/responsible for
day-to-day management of the urme
de8 testin 8 laboratory or other
employee who is a foreusJc toxicologist ’
or wbo has equiv,,lent forensic
experience in urine dru8 testtoa, to
provide specific cons,,Itotion as required
by the aaenay. The Medical Review
Of~.or 8hnfl report to the Ser.retary Ill
neptivn findings baaed on montlflc
inaufllchmcy but dalU not include any
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personal identifvino information in such
reoorUJ.

~8 Protection ofEmoloyee RecordA

Conmtant with $ U.S,C 5Z,?.a(m) and
48 CFR 24.101-24.104. ~Jl ishemtery
con~’acta sha~ require that the
cool~’actor comply with the Privacy Act.
5 U.S.C. M2a. in addition, laboratory
conlcacte sb~J requ~’e compliance with
the patient access end conRdent~llty
provisions of ruction SO~ of P~b. I. 100-

settings, in the proper context, uJ’me
dr~8 testin 8 can ha used to deter d~u8
abuse in general To be a uset~l tonL the
testing procedure must be capable of
detectng drop or their metebolites st
concenn’utions indlcoted M 2..4 (e) end
(ft.

(be Need to Set Stondords~
Lnspections. Reliable dis~’im~atioo
between the presence, or absence, of
specific drugs or their metabolltes is

;’1. The aSency shall establish a Pfivscy critical, not only to achieve the gouda of
Act System of Records or modify 8n the testm8 proarum but to protect the
existing system, or use any applicable rishts of the Federal employees hein8Government-wide system of records to
cover both "~’%agency’s and the
I’heretory’s records of employee
u.,’melysis roe-Its. The contxact and the
Privacy Act System shall specifically
require that employee records be
mumta~.’md and used with the hlghest
re~ard for employee privacy.

2.9 Ind/viduul Access to Test and
Lobomwry C.~rU/ic~ion ResuJU.

[n accordanoe with section 503 of Pub.
L. 100.~1, any Federal employee who is
the subject of a d,"u8 test shall, upon
w~tten request, have a~.ess to any
records relating to his or her c[ru8 test
and any records relatin~ to the results of’
any relevant eertificaton, review, or
revoca ~on.,o f-ear tiflcold on proeeedinas.

Subl~ C--Cmtfficsflon of Lchm*torkns
Eqq~l In U~mn O~s TsetinS for
Fsdklrel A~

3.1 Introduct./on.
Urine d."u8 tesUn8 is a critical

component of efforts to comhet dr~
abuse in am" society. Many laboratories
are famflinr with 8ood laboratory
practices but may he unfamiliar with the
spoc/s/~ reqdimd wheu dre8
test maults m used in the employment
conunct. AecordlnaJy, the follow~8 ere
minimum mmJa.-da to cor~fy
laboratories eqaand in urt~
testing for Federal e~endes.
Cert~usflo~ even at the highest level
does not guarantee accuracy of’ each
m,dt reported by s laboratory
~n~ urine drug teethes for F~d~l
epmde¢ 11mmforo, remdt~
labomtodee certified under these
Guidelln~ must be interpreted with a
complete underetandin8 of the total
colle~’tion, analysis, and reporiln8
pronas~ before a ~ cooclseion is
made.

3.2 Go~lz m~l Objectives of .
Cartifiongo~.

(a) O~e~ of U~e Dr~ T~W~ Urine
clrug tastinl is ms important tnaJ to
IdnoUly druR umu~ in e vorlety of

tested. Thus. standards have been set
which laboratories er,.~aed in Federal
employee urine dru8 testb~ must meet
in order to achieve max.tmum accuracy
of test reetdta. These isb~oretories wifl be
evaluated by the Se~etory or the
Secretary’s desian~ as defined in 1.2 in
accordance with these Guideline*. The
qualifying evaluation will involve three
rounds of performance tes~n8 plus on-
site inapeczinn. MaintenaJaOe of
cerfiftcat~on requires pa.r~icipat~on in an
every-,othmP-mmlth performance tusr~n8
pt~p~m plu periodic, on-rote
inapeetinn¢ Owe inspection follow~l
successf~d completion of e performance
testing regimen ta required for i,,;tal
cet~ftustinn. Tide must he followed by ¯
second inapottloa w~thlu 3 months, after
wb~cb biammal imrpacttous will be
requh’nd to maintain cert~cotton.

fc) O~e D~u$ Tes~rr$ ,4ppb’es
Anoly~’on/¥oreA~’c Tox/co/oRF. The
pouible impact of a positive te~ resuJt
on an individu,,l’s livellhond oe deb~
together with the possibility of a I¢’8-I
chaUunSe of the nmult, sate thi* t~e of
test apart from moat cUuionl laheretery
tenonS, ra fact. re’me drug tse~e dmuid
be c~ i sl~ app4hmllon of
anady¢lonJ fmsma~ to~¢olo~. 11~Jt In. in
eddtUon to the appflcothm
apps~0prlats analyt/co/mothedolo~’, the
sp41¢~Bmi IIN~ he tl~lted se mridmrlco.
and all aspects oft~ tesV~l
must be docmneuted and available for
poeethle court tosthnm~. Laboratories
er~q,d In ,~no d~ .m~aS ~or I~
aseadus will n~u~ the se~ces and
advice of a quanfted forensic
toxinolol~st, or indlvldnal with
equivalent qon/lficot~ona (both
and experience) to address the specific
needs of the Federal dr~ testing
pn~lmm, including the denumd* of cha~u
of’ custody of spocimon~ ~ecudty,
property doo~mmtatlon of aU
storap of p~itive spoci~ms for later or
independent tmuiM, in’e~mta~ of
evidon~ ui mu~t. und expo~ witoe~
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3.3 General Certification
RequinemenL~.

A laboratory must meet all the
pertinent provisions of these Guidelines
in order to qualify for certification under
these standards.

3.4 Capability to Test for Five C/asses
o/ Drugs.

To he certified, a laboratory must he
capable of teetin8 for at least the
following five classes of drugs:
Marijuana. cocaine, opiates,
amphetamines, and phencyclidine, usin8
the initial immunoassay and
quantitatlvs confirmatory GCIMS
methods specified in these Guidelines.
The certification proaxam wig be limited
to the five classes of drugs (2.1(a) 
and (2)) and the methods (2.4 (el and 
specified in these Guidelines. The
laboratory will be surveyed and
performance tested only for these
method= end drugs. Certification of a
laboratory incUcates that any test result
reported by the laboratory for the
Federal Government meets the
standards in these Guidelines for the
five clasese of using the method=
specified. Certified laboratories must
clearly inform non-Federal clients when
procedures followed for those clients
conform to the standards specified in
these Gnidelines.
3.5 [nitiol and Confirmotory
Capability at Same Site.

Certified laboratories shall have the
capability, at the same laboratory site,
of performing both initial immunoaemays
and conR,"matory GC/MS tests (2.4 (e)
and (0) for marijuana, cocaine, opiates,
amphetamines, and phencyr.Jidine and
for any other drug or metabolite for
which agency drug testin S is authorized
(2.1(a) [I] and (2)}. All posit/us in/tial
test rosult~ shall be cord’m’ned prior to
repo~n8 them.

3.8 PenonneL
Laboratory personnel shall meet the

requfiremants specified in 2.3 of these
Guidelines. These Guidelines establish
the exclusive standm’d8 for quaU~ or
certifyin8 those laboratory personnel
involved in urinalysis testing wl/osa
functions are prescribed by these
Guidelines. A certification of a
laboratory under these Guidelines shall
be ̄  determination that these
qualification roquirements have been
me/

3.7 Quality Assurance and Quality
Control.

Dr~lJ tes~ laboratories =,hal/have l
quality ssam’ance proip’am which
encompasses aII sapec~ of the tustin8
process, including but not limited to

specimen acquisition, chain of custody,
escu~ty and reporting of results, initial
and confirmatory testing, and validation
of analytical procedures. Quality control
procedures shall be desiBned.
implemented, and reviewed to monitor
the conduct of each step of the process
of testing for drugs as specified in 2.5 of
these Guidelines.

3,8 Security and C~ain o[ Custody.

Laboratories shall meet the security
and chain of custody requirements
provided in L4{a).

3.9 One- YeoJ" Storage [or Coafirmed
Poaitiv .~

AH confirmed positive specimens
shall be retained in accordance with the
pro~sions of 2.4(h) of these Guidelines.

3.10 Documentation.
The laboratory shall maintain and

make available for at least 2 years
documentation in accordance with the
speclfications in 2.4(m}.

3.li Reports.

The laboratory shall report test results
in accordance with the specifications in
z.4(8}.
3.Z2 Certification.

(a} Cene~/. The Secretary may certify
any laboratory that meets the standards
in these Guidelinee to conduct u,’~e
drug testing. In sd~fio~ the Secretary
may consider to be certified end
laboratory that is certi~ed by a DHHS-
recognized certification pro~ra.m in
accordance with these Guidelines.

(b) Criteria. in determinLn8 whether to
certify a laboratory or to accept the
certification of s Dl’B’IS-rocoanized
ce~fication proacam in accordance with
these Gnidelines, the Secretary shall
consider the foliowht8 critedlu

(1) The adequacy of the laboratory
facilities:

(2} The expe~ee and experience of
the laboratory personnel:

(3) The excellence of the laboratory’s
quality aesurance/quabty control
proa¢am:

[4} The performance of the laboratory
on any performsnce tests:

(5) The laboratory’s compliance with
etandards as raHected in any laboratory
inspections; and

(el Any other factors affecting the
reliability and sccorscy of dn~8 tests
and roporth’ql done by the laboratory.

3,13 Revocotion.
(a) General. Tho Secretary shall ¯

revoke c.~’Uflcatiun of any laharotory
certified ~ the~ provision or
accept revocation by ¯
roc~ certtflca finn p~m in

accordance w/th these Guidelines it’ the
Secretary determines that revocation is
necessary to ensure the toll reliability
and accuracy of dro8 tests end the
accurate reperting of test results.

(b) Factors to Consider. The Secretary
shall consider the fullowin8 factors in
determining whether revocation is
necessary:

(I) Unsatisfactory performance in
analyzin8 and reporting the results of
drug tests: for example, e fs]sa positive
error in reporting the results of an"
employee’s drug test:

(2} Uneatiefactory participation in
performance evuluations or laboratory
inspections:

(3) A material v/olatlon of 
certification standard or a contract term
or other condition imposed on the
laboratory by a Federal agency usin8
the laboratory’s service=

(4) Conv/c~on for any criminal offense
committed as an incident to operation of
the laboratory:, or

(5} Any other cause which materially
affects the ability of the laboratory to
ensure the fu~ reliability and ICCtL~’acy
of ~ tests and the accurate tape.n8
of results.

[c} PerYod ond Ten’as. The pefled end
terms of rovecation shell be determined
by the Secretary and sheel depend upon
the facts and ch~umstancee of the
rovocat]on and the need to ensure
accurate and mlinble dx~8 testin 8 of
Federol employees.

¯ 1# Suapenaion.

in/Cz~t~Hn. Whenever the Secretary
has reason to believe that revocation
may be required and that immediate
action is necessary in order to protect
the interests of the United States and its
employees, the Secretary may
immediately suspend a laborotory’e
cert~-qcatlon to conduct urine drug
tes~ for Feder~ aaande¢ "ins
Sacs’story may ~ accept suspension of
cert~catton by e DHl’IS-mcoanized
coz’~cation prolp*om in accord=ace with
these Guideline=.

(b) Period m~l Term¢ The period and
temm of suspension shall be determined
by the Sect, tory and shah depend upon
the faCtS and circumstances of the
suspension and the need to ensure
sccu.~te and reliable drug testtn8 of
Federal employees.

¯ Z8 Notice: Opportunity [or Review.
(o) Written Notice. When a laboratory

ie suspended or the Secretary seeks to
revoke certhqcatioL the ,.~m~tsry shall
immediately serve the ~boroto~ with
whiten amice of the ~.|penslon or
propo~d revocation by personal service
or nq~Iterod or certified mail. return
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receipt requested. This notice shall state
the following:

(I) The reasons rot the suspension or
proposed revocafiorc

(2} The terms of the suspension or
proposed revocation: and

{3} The period of suspension or
proposed revocation.

(b) OpportunitF for Informal Review.
The written notice shall state that the
laboratory will be afforded an
opportunity foe an informal review of
the suspension or proposed revocation if
it so requests in writin8 within 30 days
of the date of mailing or service of the
notice. The review shall he by e person
or persons designated by the Secretary
and shall be based on written
submissions by the laboratory and the
Department of Health end Human
Services end. at the Secreter3es
discretion, may thciude an opportunity
for an oral presentation. Faunal mien of
evidence and proceduros applicable to
proceedings in a court of law shah not
apply. The decision of the reviewin8
offidal shall be final.

(C) Effecbve Dote. A suspension shag
be effective immediately. A propcoed
revocation shed be effective 30 days
efier wmten notice is Wen or. J review
is requested, upon the reviewing
offic~l’e decision to uphold the
pmpceed revocation, i/the rewewm8
official decides not to uphold the
suspension or proposed revoce~on, the

, suspeneion shell terminate uumediately
and any proposed revocation shall oat
take effect.

(d) OHHS-Recognized Codification
Program. The Secretary’s responsibility
under this section may be carried out by
a DHHS-recoenized certification
program in eccordance with these
Guidelines.

3.tg Rece~i[icotlon.
Foilowin8 the termination or

expiration of any snspensinn or
revocation, u I~thoratory may apply for
recertiflcetinn. Upon the submlseion of
evidence saUMactory tO the Secratm7
that the laboratory is in compliance with
these Guidelines or any Dl-~ffi-
reco~ centflcetina prollram in
accordance with these Cuid~b~.e.
any other conditions imposed ns part of
the suaponlina or revocation, the
Secretary may recertffy the laboratory
or accept the recertfficotinn of the
laboratory by a DHHS-recoenized
certification pt~lrar~

3.17 Pe~onnanceTestRequieement[orCerti~icotion.

[a) An Initial and ContL~uJ~
R~iuinement The perfmmanco turin1
Pmlilmm i= a pert of the initl~
~,nluation of a I=bomtory se*kin8

certification (both performa,;=ce testi~
and laboratory inspectzon ace requcred)
and of the com~um8 assessment of
laboratory performance nscessaW to
maintah’t this certification.

[b) T/wce lnJti=J CycJea Required.
SuccosefuJ participer/on in three cyc[ns
of testis8 shall be requu’ed before a
laboratory is eligible to be considered
for inspection end certification. These
initial three cyclee (and any requwed for
recertJficaUon) cad be comp~ rata 
3-month period (one per month).

[c) Six Challenges Per Year. A.~er
certificatinD, laboratories shall be
chalieneed every other month with one
set of at least 10 specimens a total of six
cycles per ,ahr.(d) [~bomLo~ Procedures Identical

for Performance Test and Routine
Employee Specimens. ALl procedures
associated with the handling and testing
of the performance test spat’amens by
the laboratory shall to the greatest
extent possthie be carried out in a
manner identical to that applied to
routine laboratory specimens, tmJess
otherw3se specified.

(el Blind Per[ormance Tes/; AnY
cat,fled laboratory shall be subject to
blind performance testing (see 2J,(d)).
Performance on blind test specimens
shall be at the same ]eve/as for the
open or non-blind performance testin&

(/~ Repo~q~Open Peffo~ca
TesL "rhe Laboratory shaft report resuJta
o/open performance tee~ to the
c~ organization in the same
manner as specified in 2.4(g)(2) 
routine laboratory specimens.

3.18 Per~ormmlce Test Speclmen
Composition-

(at Dorcription of the Dcue, v.
Pe~onuaoca test specLmena shaft
contain those drUBS and metcho"tns
which each certified laboratory must be
prepared to assay in concentration
ran~s that allow detecUon of the
analyto by commonly used
immannamy Kzeeuin8 techniques.
These level, are generally m the ra~e
of con’~nl¢etions which might be
expected in the u.,~ne of recent ckug
uxrs. For some dr~ analytee, the
spe¢*men composition win consiet of the
pomat din8 as weI1 as major
metabolltes. In some cases, more than
one d.’u8 c~asa may he included in oo41
specimen container, but generaUy no
more than two drugs Win be present in
any one spocimen in order to ~tate the
type of specimen which s laboratory

participatin8 will have analyzed the
same total set of specimens.

(b) Coocontr~t~ons. Performs.nee test
specimens shaU be spi~ed with the oh’us
classes and their metabelitee which are
required for certi~cat~ons: manju~ua.
cocaine, opiates, amphetamines, and
phencyclidine, with concenrre~on levels
set at least 7.0 percent above the cutoff
limit for either the initial assay or the
confirmatory test, dependi~ on which is
to be evaluated. Some Performanco test
specimens may be idant/~ed for C,C/MS
assay only. Blanks shall contain less
than 2 ngJm/of any of the rarest dJme~
These concentration and drub types may
be chaneed periedically in response to
factors such aa cheeses in detecUon
tecimoi~ff and putter~ u[ ~ use.

3.Z9 Evaluation of Peformonce Testing.

(at initial CartJ[icotion- (1} An
applicant laboratory shell not report any .
false pcaiUve r~suJt duru~ performa.,~
testing for ~tlal cert~ficotion....~y false
positive will automat/colly disquali,’y ¯
laboratory from ha’that consideration.

(2) An applicant laberetary -hat[
maintain an overall Brads level of 90
peroeut for the three cycles of
perfon~mce testing required for imtiel
cortiflcoUon- i.e.. it must correctly
idnnll~Y and confirm 90 percent of the
total ~ challenges for each shipmenL
Any laboratory wb, ich achieves n ~co,"e
on 8ny ~e cycle of the initial
cor~ficotion such that it can no lnnser
achieve a total 8~de of~ peronnt over
the ~ c’yclee will be immediately
dhlqualffied from further consideration.

(3| ,e~ epplicont laboratory shall
obtain quantitative values for at least 80
percent of the total drub challenses
which ann ~20 percent ce "2 standard
cle~setol of the calculated ~erence
8rm~ mean (widche~er ~J ~q~tr~.
Feflura to achieve 80 portent will resu/t
in disqu~Lqcation.

(4) An applicant laboratory ,,hall not
obtain any qunntflat~ve values that
differ by more than 50 pemant h’om the
csdcalsted referanco ~up mean. Any
quantitative values thst dU~or by more
thim $0 potcant will ~n~dt in
disqueUflcetiou.

(5) For any individual ~ an
applicant laboratory shall succose~’ully
detect and quantitata in accordance
with porsarapbs (e)(Z). (a)(3). and 
Of thJl i~nfl st lout 50 percent of the
total dnqj challen8es. Fsllura to
succese~ly quantitate at least 50
percent of the challenge. ~or any
individual drug will result in

d

normally enconaters. For any particular
perfoz~a~ tee~ cycle, the actual disquo, J~flcoflon-

~d~compomUm of ida goinl to different (b; Or~oL~ 7nt~# of Certified
laba~un’km w~l vary but. witJ~n an~ l.~b~atm~’~.-.(~) Fal~ Pa~"v~ aa.d.
annual period, all laboratades

P~duma ~" Dea~ Wl~ T~e~. ~,o
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false drug identifications are acceptable
for any drugs for which a [ahoratow
offers service. Under some
~:ireumstances a false positive test may
result in suspension or revocation of
certification. The most serious false
positives are by drug class, such as
reporting THC in a btar~ specimen or
reporting cocaine in a specimen known
to contain only opiates,
Misidentifications within a class {e.g..
codeine for morphine) are also false
positives which are unacceptable in an
appropriately conu’oHed laboratory, but
they are clearly less serious errors "~han
misidentification of a class. The
foilowin 9 procedures shall be followed
when dealing with a false positive:

(il The agency deteotin8 a false
positive error shall immediately notify
the laboratory and the Secretary of any
such error.

[it) The laboratory shall provide the
Secretary with a written explanation of
the reasons for the error within $
working days. If required by paragraph
(bJ(1)(v) below, this explanation 
include the submission of all quality
control data Prom the batch of
specimens that included the false
positive specimen.

[iii} The Secretary shall review the
laboratory’s explanation within 5
working days and decide what further
action, if any. to take.

(iv) [| the error is determined to be 
administrative error (ciericaL sample
mixup, etc.), the Secretary may direct
the laboratory to take corrective action
to minlmize the occurenca of the
particular error in the future and. if there
is reason to believe the error could have
been systematic, may require the
laboratory to review and reanalyze
previously run specimens.

(v} If the error is determined to be
technical or methodological error, the
laboratory shail submit tO the Secretary
all quality control data from the batch of
specimens which included the falus
positive specimm¢ In addition, the
taboratory shall retest aII specimens
analyzed positivo by the laboratory from
the time fo final resolution of the error
back to the time of the last satisfactory
performance test cycle. This retestin8
shall be documented by a statement
signed by the individual responsible for
the day-to-day management of the
laboratory’s urine drug testin&
Dependin8 on the type of error Which
caused the false positive, this retestin8
may be limited to one analyte or may
include any drugs a laboratory certified
under these Guidelines must be
prepared to assay, The laboratory shall
imm~liately notity the agm’cy it any
resuh on s retest sample must be
corrected because the chtierla for ¯
positive are not satisfied. The Secretary
may su~Jpend or revoke the laboratory’s

certification for all drugs or for only the
drug or drug class in which the error
occurred. However. if the case is one of
a Less serious error for which effective
corrections have already been made,
thus reasonably assurinB that the error
will not occur again, the Secretary may
decide to take no further action.

(vi} During the time required to
resolve the error, the laboratory shall
remain certified but shall have a
designation indicating that a false
positive result is pending resolution, if
the Secretary determines that the
laboratory’s certification must be
suspended or revoked, the laboratory’s
official ~.,,,;Lus will become "Suspended"
or "Revoked" until the suspension or
revocation is lifted or any recertification
process is complete.

{2] Requirement to [dent/~y end
Confirm 90 De(cent of Tote/Drug
Challenges. In order to remain certified,
]aboratones must seccessfull~ complete
six cycles of performance testing per
year, Failure of a certified laboratory to
maintain a grade of 90 percent on any
required performance test cycle, i.e.. to
identify 90 percent of the total drug
challenges and to correctly con.finn 90
percent of tJ’,e total dru9 challenges, may
result in srspension or revocation of
certification‘

[3] Requirement to Quontitate 80
Percent of ToW/Drug Challenges at
"20 Percent or "*’2 standard deviations.
Quantitative values obtained by a
certified laboratory for at least 80
percent of the total drug challenges must
be __.20 percent or ~-2 standard
deviations of the calculated reference
group mean (whichever is larger).

[#) Requzrement to Quontitote within
50 Percent o( Calculated Reference
Group Areas, No quantitative values
obtained by a certified laboratory may
differ by more than 50 percent from the
ce|culated reference group mean.

(5) Requirement to Successfully
Detect and Quontitoto 50 Percent of the
Total Drug C,~a//ensee for Any
Individual Drug, For any individual
drug. a certified laboratory must
successfully detect end quantitata in
accordance with paragraphs (b)[2}.
(b](3]. and (b](4) of section at least
50 percent of the total drug challenges.

(8) Procedures When RequiremenL~ 
Paragraphs (b)12)-{b)[5) of this Section
Are Not MeL If a certified laboratory
fails to maintain a grade of gO percent
per test cycle after initial certification as
required by paragraph [b)[2) of this
section or if it fails to successfully
quantitate results as required by
paraarophs (b)(3). (b](4). or (bJ(g} 
section, the laboratory shall ha
immediately informed that its
performance fell under the gO percent
level or that it failed to successfuUy
quantitate test results and how it fai.%d

to successfully quantitate. The
laboratory shall ba allowed 3 working
days in which to provide any
explanation for its unsuccesefuJ
performance, including administrative
error or methodological error, and
evidence that the source of the poor
performance has been corrected. The
Secretary may revoke or suspend the
laboratory’s certification or take no
further action, depending on the
seriousness of the errors and whether
there is evidence that the source of the
poor performance has been corrected
and that current performance meets the
requirements for a certified laboratory
under these Guidelines. The Secretary
may require that additional performance
testa be corned out to determine
whether the source of the poor
performance has been removed, if the
Secretary determines to suspend or’
revoke the laboratory’s certification, the
laboratory’s official status will become
"Suspended’* or "Revoked" until the
suspension or revocation is lifted or
until any recertificetion process is
complete.

(c) 80 Percent of Participoting
£ohorototies Must Detect Drug. A
laboratory’s performance shall be
evaluated for all samples for which
drugs were spiked at concentrations
above the specified performance test
level unless the overall response from
participating laboratories indicates that
less than SO percent of them were abhe
to detect a drug.

{d) Part/c/potion Required. Failure to
participate in s performance test or to
participate satisfactorily may result in
suspension or revocation of
cmtt f/cation.

3.20 Inspections.

PHor to ]aboretory certification under
these Guidelines end at least twice a
year after cer~fication‘ a team of three
qualified inspectors, at |east two of
whom have been trained as laboratory
inspectors, shall conduct an on-site
inspection of laboratory premises.
Inspections shall document the overall
quality of the laboratory setting for the
purpuses of cart/f/cation to conduct
u~ne drug testing. Inspection reports
may also contain recommendations to
the laboratory to correct deficiencies
noted durin8 the inspection.

3.2! Roeults of lnadequate
Per~ormonce.

Failure of a laboratory to comply with
any uspect of these Guidelines may lead
to rcvocotioo or suspension el
cert~catlon as provided in 3.13 and 3.1-1,
of theut Guidelines.

[FR Doc,. SO--79t4 Rind 4--8-88:8:45 amJ
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DRUG FACT SHEETS
CANNABIS (Marijuana)

Effects

All forms of cannabis have negative physical and mental effects. Several
regularly observed physical effects of cannabis are increase in heart rate,
bloodshot eyes, dry mouth and throat, and hunger.

Use of cannabis may impair or reduce short-term memory and comprehen-
sion, alter sense of time, and reduce ability to perform tasks requiring con-
centration and coordination, such as driving a car. Research shows that
knowledge retention may be lower when information is given while the
person is "high." Motivation and cognition are altered, making the acquisi-
tion of new information difficult. Marijuana can also produce paranoia and
psychosis.

Because users often inhale the unfiltered smoke deeply and then hold it in
their lungs as long as possible, mariiuana is damaging to the lungs and
respiratory system. The tar in marijuana smoke is highly irritating and "
carcinogenic. Long-term users may develop psychological dependence and
tolerance.

Type What is it called? What does it look like? How is it used?

Marijuana Pot
Grass
Weed
Reefer
Dope
Mary Jane
Acapulco Gold

Tetrahydro- THC
cannabinol

Dried parsley mixed Eaten
with stems that may Smoked
include seeds

Soft gelatin capsules Taken orally
Smoked

Hashish Hash Brown or black cakes Eaten
or bails Smoked

Hashish oil

I

Hash oil Concentrated syrupy
liquid varying in color
from clear to black

Smoked--mixed
with tobacco

Source : U.S. Dept. of Labor
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INHALANTS

Effects

A variety of psychoactive substances have been inhaled as gases or volatile
liquids. Many popular commercial preparations such as paint thinners and
cleaning fluids are mixtures of volatile substances making it difficult to be
specific about their various effects. There is no single "Inhalant Syndrome."

Immediate negative effects of inhalants may include nausea, sneezing,
coughing, nose bleeds, fatigue, lack of coordination,and loss of appetite. -
Solvents and aerosol sprays may also decrease the heart and respiratory
rates and impair judgement. Am~, ~,nd butyl nitrite cause rapid pulse, head-
aches, and involulliury passit~g o[ uri.~ a~d f~c~s. Loog term use may
result in hepatitis or brain damage.

Long-term use can cause weight loss, fatigue, electrolyte imbalance, and
muscle weakness. Repeated sniffing of concentrated vapors over time can
lead to permanent damage of the nervous system.

Type What Is it called? What does it look like? How is it used?

Nitrous Laughing gas
Oxide Whippets

Buzz bomb

Amyl-Nitrite Poppers
Snappers

Butyl-Nitrite Rush
Bolt
Locker room
Bullet
Climax

Propellant for whipped
cream in aerosol can

Small 8-gram metal cyl-
inder sold with a bal-
loon or pipe

Clear yellowish liquid in
ampules

Packaged in small
bottles

Vapors inhaled

Vapors inhaled

Vapors inhaled

Chloro-
hydro-
carbons

Aerosol sprays Aerosol paint cans
Containers of cleaning

fluid

Vapors inhaled

Hydro-
carbons

Solvents Cans of aerosol propel-
lants, gasoline, glue,
paint thinner

Vapors inhaled
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COCAINE

Effects

Cocaine stimulates the central nervous system. Its immediate effects in-
clude dilated pupils, elevated blood pressure, increased heart rate, and
elevated body temperature. Occasional use can cause stuffy or runny nose.
Chronic use can cause ulceration of the mucous membrane in the nose.
Injecting cocaine with unsterile equipment can transmit AIDS, hepatitis,
and other infections. Preparation of freebase, which involves the use of
highly volatile solvents, can r~ult in fire or explosion. Cocaine can pro-
duce psychological dependency, a feeling that the user cannot function
without the drug.

Crack or freebase rock, a concentrated form of cocaine, is extremely po-
tent. Its effects are felt within ten seconds of administration. Physical ef-
fects include dilated pupils, increased pulse rate, elevated blood pressure.
insomnia, loss of appetite, tactile hallucinat!ons, paranoia, and seizures.

Cocaine use may lead to death through disruption of the brain’s control of
heart and respiration.

Type What is it called? What does it look like? How is it used?

Cocaine Coke
Snow
Flake
White
Nose Candy
Big C
Snow Bird
Lady

Crack or- Crack
cocaine Freebase rocks

Rock

White crystalline pow-
der, often diluted with
other ingredients

Light brown or beige
pellets-or crystalline
rocks that resemble
coagulated soap; often
packaged in small

- vials

Inhaled through
the nose

Injected
Smoked

Smoked



OTHER STIMULANTS

Effects

Stimulants can cause increased heart and resp!ratory rates, elevated blood
pressure, dilated pupils, and decreased appetite. In addition, users may

i perspire, experience headache, blurred vision, dizziness, sleeplessness, and
anxiety. Extremely high doses can cause rapid or irregular heartbeat, ti’em-

-- - ors, loss of coordination, and even physical collapse. An amphetamine
injection creaiesa suddenir~crease in blood pressure that can result in
stroke, very high fever, or heart failure.

In addition to the p..~lay~.ica! e!t~’:ts, users report feeling restless, anxious, and
moody. Higher doses intensify the effects. Persons who use large amounts
of amphetamines over a long period of time can develop an amphetamine
psychosis that includes hallucinations, delusions, and paranoia. These
symptoms usually disappear when drug use ceases.

Type What is it called? What does it look like? How is it used?

Amphet- Speed Capsules Taken orally
amines Uppers Pills Injected

Ups Tablets Inhaled through
Black Beauties the nose
Pep Pills
Copilots
Hearts
Benzedrine
Dexadrine
Biphetamine

Metham- Crank White powder Taken orally
phetamines Crystal Meth Pills Injected

Methedrine Resembles a block of Inhaled through
Speed paraffin the nose

I
Additional Ritalin Pills Taken orally

Stimulants Cyiert Capsules Injected
Preludin . Tablets
Didrex
Pre-State . ̄
Voranil
Tenuate
Tepanil
Pondimin
Sandrex
Plegine
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DEPRESSANTS

Effect8

The effects of depressants are similar to those of alcohol in many ways.
Small amounts can produce calmness and relaxed muscles, but larger
doses can cause slurred speech, staggering gait, and altered perception.
Very large doses can cause respiratory depression, coma, and death. The
combination of depressants and alcohol can increase the effects of the
drugs, thereby multiplying the risks.

The use of depressants can ca.,~e both physical and psychological depen-
dance. Regular use over time may result in tolerance to the drug, leading
the user to increase the quantity consumed. When regular users stop tak.
ing depressant drugs, they may develop withdrawal symptoms ranging
from restlessness, insomnia and anxiety to convulsions and death.

Babies born to mothers who abuse depressants during pregnancy may be
physically dependent on the drugs and show withdrawal symptoms shortly
after they are born. Birth defects and behavioral problems have been asso-
ciated with these children.

Type What is it called? What does it look like? How is it used?

Barbiturates Downers
Barbs ¯
Blue devils
Red devils
Yellow Jacket
Yellows
Nembutal
Seconal
Amytal
T̄uinal

Capsules of many colors: Taken orally
Red, rYellow, blue, or
red and blue

Metha- Quaaludes
qualone Ludes

Sopors

Tranquilizers Valium
Librium
Equanil
Miltown
Serax
Tranxene

Tablets Taken orally

Capsules Taken orally
Tablets

../,
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,4
HALLUCINOGENS

l

Effects

Phencyclidine (PCP) produces behavioral alterations that are multiple and
dramatic. Because the drug blocks pain receptors, violent PCP episodes
may result in self-inflicted injuries. The effects of PCP vary, but users gener-
ally report a sense of distance and space estrangement. Time and body
movement are slowed. Muscular coordination worsens and senses are
duiied~ Speech isblocked and incoherent; .......

Chronic users of PCP report oersistent memory problems and speech diffi-
cu]!i~s. Mood disorders - depression, anxiety, and violent behavior - also
occur. In later stages, chronic users often exhibit paranoid and violent be-
havior and experience hallucinations. Large doses of PCP may produce
convulsions, coma, heart and lung failure, or ruptured blood vessels in the
brain.

Lysergic acid (LSD), mescaline, and psilocybin cause illusions and hallucina-
tions. The physical effects may include dizziness, weakness, tremor, nausea,
and drowsiness.

Sensations and feelings may change rapidly. It is common to have a bad
psychological reaction to LSD, mescaline, and psilocybin. The user may
experience panic, confusion, suspicion, anxiety, and loss of control. De-
layed effects, or flashbacks, can occur even after the use has ceased.

What is it called? What does it look like? How is it used?

Phencyc- PCP Liquid Taken orally
lidine Angel dust Capsules Injected

Loveboat White crystalline Smoked - can
Lovely powder be sprayed on
Hog Pills cigarettes,
Killer weed parsley, and

marijuana

Lysergic LSD Brightly colored tablets Taken orally
Acid di- Acid Impregnated blotter Licked off paper
ethylamide Green or red paper Eaten

dragon Thin squares of gelatin Gelatin and
White lightning Clear liquid liquid can be
Blue heaven put in eyes
Sugar cubes
Microdot

Mescaline Mesc Hard brown discs Chewed,
& Peyote Buttons Tablets swallowed,

Cactus Capsules smoked

Psilocybin Magic mushrooms Fresh or dried mush- Taken orally
rooms

III
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NARCOTICS

Effects

Narcotics initially produce a feeling of euphoria followed .by drowsiness,
nausea, and vomiting. Users may experience constricted pupils, watery
eyes, and itching. An overdose may produce slow and shallow breathing,
clammy skin, convulsions, coma, and death.

Tolerance to narcotics develops rapidly and dependence is likely. The use
of unsterilized syringes may result in transmission of diseases such as AIDS,
endocarditis, and hepatitis. Ad ""tion in pregnant women can lead to pre-
mature, stillborn, or addicted infants.

Type What is it called? What does it look like? How is it used?

Heroin Smack Powder, white to dark Injected
Horse brown Inhaled through
Brown sugar Tar-like substance the nose
Junk Smoked
Mud
Big H

Methadone Dolophine Solution Taken orally
Methadose Injected
Amidone

Codeine Empirin Tablets Taken orally
compound with Capsules Injected
codeine Dark liquid varying in

Tylenol with co- thickness
deine

Codeine in cough
medicines

Morphine Pectoral syrup White crystals Injected
Hypodermic tablets Taken orally
Solutions Smoked

Meperidine Pethidine White powder Taken orally
Demerol Solution Injected
Mepergan Tablets

Opium Paregoric Dark brown chunks Smoked
Dover’s Powder Powder Taken orally

Other Percocet Tablets Taken orally
Narcotics Pecodan Capsules Injected

Tussionex Liquid
Fentanyl
Darvon
Talwin
Lomotil
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DESIGNER DRUGS

Effects

Illegal drugs are defined in terms of their chemical formulas. To c:ircumvent
these legal restrictions, underground chemists modify the molecular struc-
ture of certain illegal drugs to produce analogs known as designer drugs.
These drugs can be hundreds of times stronger than the drugs that they
are designed to imitate.

The narcotic-analogs can cause symptoms such as those seen in Parkin-
son’s disease - uncontrollable tremors, drooling, impaired speech, paralysis,
and irreversible brain dama~ : Analogs of amphetamines and methampheto

Psychological effects include anxiety, depression, and paranoia. As little as
one dose can cause brain damage. The analogs of phencyclidine cause
illusions, hallucinations, and impaired perception.

Type What is it called? What does it look like? How is it used?

Analogs of Synthetic heroin White powder resem- Inhaled through
Fentanyl China white bling heroin nose
(Narcotic} Injected

Analogs of Synthetic heroin White powder Inhaled through
Meperidine MPTP (New her- nose
(Narcotic) oin) Injected

MPPP
PEPAP

Analogs of- MDMA (Ecstasy, White powder Taken orally
Amphet-’ XTC, Adam, Tablets Injected

amines Essence) Capsules Inhaled through
& Meth- MDM nose
amphet- STP
amines PMA
(Hallucino- 2,5-DMA
gens} TMA

DOM
DOB

Analogs of PCPy White powder Taken orally
Phencyc- PCE Injected
lidine TCP Smoked
(Hallucin-
ogens)
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES

Appendix 4

Alcoh~, Drug Abuse and
Mental He~l~l Adrnin~’~’ation

Rockville MD 20867

August 1, 1991

Dear Sir or Madam:

Enclosed is the most recent information on laboratories certified by the National
Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA) of th~ Department of Health and Human Services
(HHS) to perform urine drug testing. These laboratories meet the minimum criteria
established in the Mandatory Guidelines for Federal Workplace Drug Testing
Programs, Subpart C, published on April 11, 1988 and have been certified by NIDA for
HHS.

Also, there are numerous other laboratories at various applicant stages of NIDA’s
National Laboratory Certification Program (NLCP). It may be anticipated that many 
these laboratories will be certified and added to future listings.

Laboratories which claim to be in the applicant stage of NIDA certification are not to be
considered as meeting the minimum requirements expressed in the NIDA Guidelines.
A laboratory must have its letter of certification from HHS/NIDA which attests that it
has met minimum standards.

The Federal Reqi~ter listing will be updated and published on or about the first
workday of the month. Please arrange to review future issues of the Federal Reqister
to obtain this information. Should you have any questions regarding the list or the
NLCP program, please contact me at (301) 443-6014.

Sincerely,

Donna M. Bush, Ph.D.
Chief, Drug Testing Section
Bivision of Applied Research
National Institute on Drug Abuse



Federal Re,bar / VoL 5~ No. 148 / Thu.r’K/ey. August 2. 1991 / Notices
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Alcohol, Or~ Abusm, and MentaJ
Health Ad~istr~Uon

Ct~rent Ilat of Laboratories Wh/ch
Meet Minimum Standards To Engage in
Urine Drug TuUng for Federa/
A4~mCi’"
A~ICV:. Nofionol [netitute on Drug
Abuse. ADA.MHA. HHS.
A~ Nobce.

The Departmem of Heahh
and Human Services notifies Federu]
agencies of the laboretones ~dy
certif’~.d to meet standards of s~bpert C
of Mandatory Cuidelinee for Federal
Workplace Drd8 Teetm~ Programs (5.1
FR 11979. 11g~6), A sunilar noBce liatm8
all currently cert/fied laboratories win
be pubi~shed dunn8 the first week of
each month, and updated to include
laboratone* which aubuequenOy apply
for and complete the certi.ficatmn
process, if any listed laboratory’s
certification is totally so~ponded o¢
revoked, the laboratory will be omitted
from updated I~,.~ until such time aa it is
restored to full certLficot2on under the

QoU~ddines.
R ~ 14meO4qMA’rlON CONTAC’~.

Denise L Goes. Program Assistant. Drug
Testm8 Section. Div/aion of Applied
Research. Nabo.naJ Institute on Dru8
Abuse. room 9-.A--53. S¢:O0 Fishers Lane.
Rockvflle. Maryland 20857: tel.:
(3m}4c~-em¢
SUPVI.Lml[NT&ay mFO~lAnOtq:
Manda’.ory Guidelines for Federal
Workplace Drug Teabn8 were
developed in accordance with Executive
Order 17.584 and section 503 o[ Pub"c
Law ]00-TL Subpan C M the
Guideiiue~ "Ce¢t/fius~on of
Laboratories End/fed in Urine Dn~
Testing for Federal Agencies." *eta strict
standards which laboratories must meet
in order to conduct urine drug testing !c,r
Federal a&encJee. To become certified
an opp/Jcom laboratory must undergo
three rounds of performance testa8 plus
an on-site Lnspertioa. To maintain that
certificatzml * laboratory must
participate in on every-other-month
pedm’mance teebn 8 pros~m piss
periodic, on-site in.lpectionL

Laboratories which claim to be in the
applicant sta8e of NIDA cert~t~..stio., are
not to be considered ml meel~8 the

Ominimom requiremen~ exprussed m the
NIDA Guidelines. A laboratory must
have its letter of certification from HHS/
NIDA which atleste that it has met
mildmu.m standards.

In accordance with subpart C of the
Guidelines, the foliowin 8 laboratories

meet the minimu~ stmldards set forlh tn
the Cu/deJines:
AIpM Medical Laboemm’y. hr.. 405 .~J derson

S~L £~o/iekl. Wl ~47e. aoe-e~-.z~oo
Amencoo BioTest l.mborotm-im. Ine_. Building

15. 3350 Scott BouJ~vel~. Santo Clara. CA
95054. 408-727-~q.~

American Me~di~.al Lnborato~.ql. ~ 11091
Main SU~-,(, P.O. Box 1~, Feirfax, VA

Aalo~atl~:l PttJ’Jo~iate ~tOnel. Inc...
4230 South Burnham Avenue, Soite ~5~, L~t
Vegas, N*V ~gllg-.641Z. 70’~-733-~6

Associated ReIF~na] nod Universi~/
Patholo~ste. Inc. (ARUP)..SO0 Chipete
Way. Salt Lake City. lit ~sl0e. 80"1-~3-
Z/’07

Bayshore Clinic6 ",~boratooy. SSS$ W.
Schroeder Drive, Brown Deer. WI 53"--’3.
4 ] 4..~ 55-..44441800.-6:~/-?016

Bellin ltospital.Toxicok~l~ Laboratory, ~8"3
Allied S~met. C~-.ee Bey. W~ 54304. 414-
4~-2487

Bm-Anslytical Te.c’h notoB’ies, 13~ North
Lincoln Avenue. C~c~o. IL anal.1. ~Z-
MO-4~g00

Biorao Medical Laboratory. 415
Masso~etts Averme. Camhdd&e. MA
02139, 017-547-8g00

Cedars Med/cal Ce~l~. Departme~ of
petho)ogy, 1400 Northwest 12th Avenue..
MiomL FL 8313e. ~5--3.~--~n0

Center for I-h~man To:dooIo~’. 417 Wakara
Way-Room 290. Unh.endPj Reses~b Park.
Salt Lake (:~ty, UT S41(M, 801-581-S117

Columbia Biomedical Laboratory. h~... 4"/00
Forest D’m~. Sn]lo 200. Columbia. SC
Zg"Z06. 8OO-648,-4~15 Im~-7182-2700

Clinical Potholo~y goc~lity. Inc,. ;’1.1 Bi~ham
Street. Pittebu:.ah. PA 15200. 413--4a8-7500

Clinical Reference Lab. 11850 West 85~h
Straet. Le’nexa, KS 0e~4, ~0-445.-~1/’

CompuC’bem Laboratm’les, Inc. 3308 C, ha,ocl
HdllNeloon Hwy. P.O. Box IZ~,Z.
R~em-..h Tnsx~Je Park, NC 27"~g. s19-,~9-.-
~8 / em-83"JI-8~e4

Damon C~in/c~l Labm’atories, 140 East Ryan
Road. Oak Creek. W~ M151. 8Q0-,l&I-3840
(name chon~ed: formm~y Chem-B/o
Corporatmn; C:BC C1b~eb)

Domino CLimr.,~l L.aboral, one~ ~ Kste~
Blvd., Sin*’* 900. ~ TX 7,5~e~ Z14-.O2S-
083~

Doctors & l~y~mml Lubora~ory, 801 Eat
Dixie Avenue. Laealxull. FL ~17~, ~O4-/’S:/-

D~I lab,, of Texas. ~ I 10 Earl Suite 1~-5.
C~anneJvlew. "IX 7"/530, 7"13--457~,784

Dr~gScnn. Inc.. P. O. Box Z~. 1118 Meatus
Roed. Wsrmin~ter. PA 18874. 215-~4-.rJ1O

Ea~le F~ Labm.srop/. Im¢... gsO North
Federal Hq~w~. State 300, Pompano
saa ch, FL ~)C,~2.. 3~4-444-43Z4

Eastm’n Laboretm~es, Lt£L 0S Suview
BeuJevsrd. Port Washington. NY 11050,
513.,428-a00

EJSOAJF Laboretm,ie~ Inc. IZIS-ll2 ~ack~m
Ave.. Oxford. MS 3~5. IOI....Z.la-Za0~

General Me~bical LaboratoriM. M South
Bmo ks Sme~. Madu~s. Wl S3;1 S. e0e-,?~-
8267

HealthCara/Praferred Laboratories. ;14451
Telelp=pb z~ad. Sm.~h~M. M] 4a~4. mo-
Z?.5-9414 [outside M/)/800-328-4142 (M1
only}

Laboratory of Pathology of Saatde. Inc.., 1129
Madison St. Suite 500, Nordstrom Medical
Tower. Sastde, WA 98104. 20~-38~-Z872

Laboratory Speczalist& Inc.. P. O, Box 4350,
Woodland Hills, CA 91363. 818-71&.O115/
800-331-6670 (o~talde CA)/~00-464-~081
(CA only}. (name changed: formerly
Abused Dr~ Laboratories)

Laboratory Specialiatl. Inc.. 113 [artell Dove.
Belle Chos0e. LA 70037. 504-392-7901

]Mayo Medical Laboratories. ZOO S.W. First
Street. Rochester. M~N 55905. 800-533-1710/
50"t -.184-363 t

Med-Chek Laboratories, Inc. 4900 Perry
HLahway. PttLlburah. PA 15~?.9. 41Z-g31-

MedExpressJNational Laboratory Center.
402.2 Willow Lake Boulevard. Memphis.
38175. g01-TgS-I SIS

MedTox Laboratories, Inc.. 402 W. County
Road D. St PauL M~ 55112. 812,-&38-74~6

Mental Health Complex Laboratories. 9455
Watertow-n Plank Road. bliiwau~ee, WI
5322,8, 414-257-7439

Methodist Medical Center..?.~1 N.E. Glen Oak
Avenue. Peoria. [L e1638. 309..67:-4928

MetPath. Inc.. 1355 Mittel Boulevard. Wood
Dale, [1. t~191. 708-595-3888

MetPsth. Inc.. One MalcoLm Avenue,
Teterboro. NJ 0*/608. 201-39:*-5000

MetWest.BPL Toxicology Laboratory. 18700
Ox~ard Stroet. Toraana. CA 91358. 800-
492-0S0~/818,-343-~191

National Center for Forensic Science. 1901
S~phu~ ~onn8 Road. Baltimore. MD 212,.’7,
301--247-glGO (name changed: formerly
Maryloed Medical Laboratory. Inc.)

National Dro8 AJceesment Corporation. 5419
South Western. OIdahoma City. OK 73109,
800-749-3764 (name changed; formerly Med
Arts Lab)

National Hearth Laboratories Incoq~orsted.
13900 Park Center Road, Hemdon. VA
22071. ~3-742-3100/800--~72-3734 (reside
VA)/S00-336-0~l (outn]de VA)

National Heat~k Laboratories Incorporated.
d b.a. National Reference Laboratory.
Substnnce Abuse Division. 1400 Donelson
Pike. Suite AntS, Nashville, TN 37:17, 815--
3eo-39~z/soo-eoo-48=

National Health Laboratories [ncerporsted.
1540 Empti.e Drive, Winston-Salem. NC
2",’100-6:,10, gl S-TSO..~Z0 / S00-334.~e~
(outside NC}/800-641-0694 (NC only)

National peychophormacoiogy Laboratory.
Inc., 932,0 Park W, Boulevard, Knoxville,
"IN 379",.3. 800-251-@492

National Toxicology Laboratories. Inc.. 1100
California Avenue, Bakersfield. CA 93304.
805-322--42S0

Nichols Institute Substance Abuse Testing
INISAT}. 8985 Ealboe Avenue. San Diego.
CA 92113. e(x)-446-4728/atg-.6,~4-so.5o.
{name changed: formerly Nichn], Institute)

Northwest Toxicology, Inn.. 1141 R. 3900
South, Salt Lake Csty, Ifr 84124. 600,-321-
3381

aragon Medical Laboratories, P.O. Box 97~.
722 East 11tb Avenue. Eugene. OR 9"/440-
09"72. S03-6~-1134

Parke DeWatt Laboratories. Di~sion of
Comprehensivo Medical Systems. Inc.. 1810
Frontage Rd.. Northbrook. IL 600~’. 70&.-

Pathiab. Inc.. 18 Concord. El Paso. TX 79906.
e0o.-e99-Tza4



Pethoingy Associates Medical Laboratories.
East 11~O4 Indiana, Spokane, WA ~920~
,SO9-@3~-~O0

PDL,A. Inc.. 100 Corporate Court. So.
Plainfield. NI 07060. 301-769-3,500

PharmChem Laboratories, Inc., I~5,-A
O’Bnen Drive. Menlo Park, CA 9403. 415-
37.a-82oo / ooo--446--,5 i~

Polsonlab. Inc.. 7272 Clairemont Mesa Roed.
San Diego. CA 9"111.619-279-Z800

Precision Analytical Laboratories. Inc.. 13300
Blanco Road. Suite =150. San Antonio. TX
78218, 312-493-3211

Regional Toxicology Services. 15305 N’E. 40th
Street. Redmond. WA 93052,

Roche Biomedical Laboratories. 1801 FirJt
Avenue South. B*nnmgham. AL 35233.

. 581-3537.
Roche Biomedical Laboratories, 8370 Wilcox

Road Dublin. OH 43017. 814-889-1061

The certification of this laboratory
{Roche Biomedical Laboratories, Dublin.
OH} ia suspended |roe conducting
confirmatory testing of amphetamines.
The laboratory continues to meet all
requirements for HHS/N~DA
cer~cation for testing urine specimens
for marijuana, cocaine, opiates and
phencyclidine. For more information.
see SS FR 50589 (Dec. 7, 1990).

Roche Biomedical Laboratories. Inc.. 191"
Alexander Drive. P.O. Box 13973. Re,eanch
Tnangle Park. NC Z’r/09. 919..,301 -:’T’/0

Roche Biomed,~cal Laboratories. Inc.. Og First
Avenue. Restart. N] 088~. e~o,-437--4906

Roche BiomecGcai Laboratories. inc.. 1120
Stateline Road. Southaven. MS 38671. 601-
342-1286

S.ED. Medical Laboratories. 500 Waiter NE..
Suite SO0. AJbuquerque. NM 87102, 505-
84@-8000

Sierra Nevada Laboratories. Inc. 888 Willow
Street. Reno. NV 89502, fl00-648-~72

SrnithKJine Beecham Clinical Laboratories.
506 F. State Parkway. Schaumburg. n
60173, 706-385-2010 (name changed:
formerly International Toxicology
Laboratories)

SmithKline Beecham Clinical Laboratones,
400 Egypt Road. Nom*low-n. PA 19403, 800-
523-,5447 (name changed: formerly
SmithKline Bio.Science Laboratories}

SmithKlme Beecham Climcal Laboratories.
3175 Presidential Drive. Adanta, CA 30340.
404-034~205 {name changed: formerly
SmithKlme Bio-S~ence Laboratories)

SmithK1ine Beecham Clinical Laboratories,
8000 Sovel~i~11 Row, Oaltall. TX 75247. 214-
638.-1301 {name changed: formerly
SmithK[ine Bio-Science Laboratories)

SmithKiine Beecham C~inical Laboratories.
76OO Tyrone Avenue. Van Nuys. CA 91045.
818.-376-.*~20

South Bend Medical Foundation. Inc.. S30
North Lafayette Boulevard. South Bend. [N
46601. 219.-234.-4176

Bouthgate Medical Laboratory, Inc.. 21100
SouthBata Park Beulevard.2nd Root.
Maple Heights. OH 44137., 800-338-0186
outside OHIB~O-38Z-0913 inside OH

St. Anthony Hospital (Toxicology
Laboratory). P.O. Box 205. 1000 North Lee
StreeL Oklahoma City. OK 73102. 4OB-Z7Z-
7053

¯ SL Lonia University Forensic Toxlunlogy
Laboratm’y. 120.5 Can" Lane. St. Louis. MO
63104. 314-377-36~

Toxiunlo~ ̄  Dr~ Monitorin~ Laboratory.
University of Missouri Hospital ̄  Clinlcl,
301 Business Loop 70 West. Suite
Columbia. MO ~Z03, 31~12."3

Toxiooiogy Testing Service. Inc. 5428 N’W.
79th Avenue. hhami. FL 33166, 305-,-593-
2.’:.80

Charles* P~ Schuster.
Di[,ector. Notional Instttute on Oru$ Abuse.
[FR Doc, g1-18238 Filed 7-31-91:¢45 amI
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1. PURPOSE

The purpose of this policy is to provide all sworn em-
ployees with notice of the provisions of the department
drug-testing program.

II. POUCY

It is the policy of this department that the critical mission
of law enforcement justifies maintenance of a drug free
work environment through the use of a reasonable em-
ployee drug-testing program.

The law enforcement profession has several uniquely
compelling interests that justify the use of employee
drug-testing. The public has a right to expect that those
who are sworn to protect them are at all times both physi-
cally and mentally prepared to assume these duties.
There is sufficient evidence to conclude that the use of
controlled substances, and other forms of drug abuse will
seriously impair an employee’s physical and mental
health, and thus, their job performance.

Where law enforcement officers participate in illegal
drug use and drug activity, the integrity of the law en-
forcement profession, and public confidence in it are de-
stroyed. This confidence is further eroded by the poten-
tial for corruption created by drug use.

Therefore, in order to ensure the integrity of the depart-
ment, and to preserve public trust and confidence in a fit
and drug-free law enforcement profession, this depart-
ment shall implement a drug-tesfing program to detect
prohibited drug use by sworn employees.

Ill. DEFINITIONS:

A. Sworn Emp/oyee--Those employees who have been
formally vested with full law enforcement powers and
authority.

B. Supervisor--Thoseswornemployeesassignedtoapo-
sirion having day-to-day responsibility for supervis-
ing subordinates, or who are responsible for comman-
ding a work element.

C. Drug Test--The compulsory production and submis-
sion of urine by an employee in accordance with de-
partmental procedures, for chemical analysis to de-
tect prohibited drug usage.

D. Reasonable suspicion--That quantity of proof or evi-
dence that is more than a hunch, but less than proba-
ble cause. Reasonable suspicion must be based on
specific, objective facts and any rationally derived in-

ferences from those facts about the conduct of an
individual that would lead the reasonable person to
suspect that the individual is or has been using drugs
while on- or off-duty.

E. Probationary Employee--For the purposes of this policy
only, a probationary employee shall be considered to
be any person who is conditionally employed with the
department as a law enforcement officer.

IV. PROCEDURES/RULES

A. Prohibited Activity:
The following rules shall apply to aU applicants, pro-
hationary and sworn employees, while on and off
duty:
1. No employee shall illegally possess any controlled

substance.
2. No employee shall ingest any controlled or other

dangerous substance, unless as prescribed by a
licensed medical practitioner.
a. Employees shali notify their immediate super-

visor when required to use prescription medi-
cine which they have been informed has the
potential to impair job performance. The em-
ployee shall advise the supervisor of the
known side effects of such medication, and
the prescribed period of use.

b. Supervisors shall document this information
through the use of an internal memorandum
and maintain this memorandum in a secured
file.

c. The employee may be temporarily reassigned
to other duties, where appropriate.

3. No employee shall ingest any prescribed or over-
the-counter medication in amounts beyond the
recommended dosage,

4. Any employee who unintentionally ingests, or is
made to ingest a cc~ trolled substance shall imme-
diately report the incident to their supervisor so
that appropriate medical steps may be taken to
ensure the officer’s health and safety.

5. Any employee having a reasonable basis to believe
that another employee is illegally using, or in pos-
session of any controlled substance shall imme-
diately report the facts and clxcumstances to their
supervisor.

6. Discipline of sworn employees for violation of this
policy shall be in accordance with the due process
rights provided in the department’s discipline
and grievance procedures.



B, Applicant Drug-Testing:
¯ 1. Applicants for the position of sworn law enforce-

ment officer shall be required to take a drug tes’, as
a condition of employment during a pre-
employment medical examination.

2. Applicants shall be disqualified from further con-
sideration for employment under the following
cii%’umstances:
a. Refusal to submit to a required drug-test; or
b. A confirmed positive drug-test indicating

drug use prohibited by this policy.

C, Probationary Employee Drug-Testin,~:
1. All probationary employees shah be required as a

condition of employment to participate in any un-
announced mass/mandatory drug tests scheduled
for the probationary period. The frequency and
timing of such tests shall be determined by the

b. The employee to be tested shall disrobe before
entering the bathroom facility, and be pro-
vided a light robe.

c. Testing personnel of the same sex as the em-
ployee shall observe production of the urine
sample.

5. Where the employee appears unable, or unwilling
to give a specimen at the time of the test, testing
personnel shall document the circumstances on
the drug-test report form. The employee shall be
permitted no more than eight hours to give a

¯ sample, dunng which tin(e he/she shall remain in
the testing area, under observation, Reasonable
amounts of water may be given to the employee to
encourage urination. Failure to submit a sample
shall be considered a refusal to submit to a drug-
test.

6. Employees shall have the right to request that

2.
chief or his/her designee, their urine sample be split and stored in case of
Inadditione where the probati0naryernployee has _ legal disputes~ The urine samples must be pro-
a past history of drug use, he/she shall be required vided at the same time, and marked and placed in
to submit to random-testing until the pro~-"~ion-
ary period is successfully completed. The fre-

mined by the chief or his/her designee.

D. Employee Drug Testing:
Sworn officers will be required to take drug tests as a
condition of continued employment in order to ascer-
tain prohibited drug use, as provided below:
1. A supervisor may order an employee to take a

drug test upon documented reasonable suspicion
that the employee is or has been using drugs. A
summary of the facts supporting the order shall be
made available to the employee prior to the actual
test.

2. A drug test will be administered as part of any
regular physical examination required by this de-
partrnent.

3. All sworn officers shall be uniformly tested during
any unannounced, mass/mandatory testing re-
quired by the department.
a. The chief or his/her designee shall determine

the frequency and timing of such tests.
b. Testing will be done on a unit by unit basis.

4. A drug test shall be considered as a condition of
application to the specialized units within the de-
partment, and shall be administered as part of the
required physical examination for that position.

E. Drug-Testing Procedures:
1. The testing procedures and safeguards provided

in this policy to ensure the integrity of department
drug-testing shall be adhered to by any personnel
administering drug tests.

2. Personnel authorized to administer drug tests
shall require positive identification from each em-
ployee to be tested before they enter the testing
area.

3. A pre-test interview shall be conducted by testing
personnel with each employee in order to ascer-
tain and document the recent use of any prescrip-
tion or non-prescription drugs, or any indirect
exposure to drugs that may result in a false posi-
tive test result,

4, The bathroom facility of the testing area shall be
private and secure.
a. Authorized testing personnel shall search the

facility before an employee enters it to pro-
duce a urine sample, and document that it is
free of any foreign substances¯

7.

8.

identical specimen containers by authorized test-
~ng personnel. One sample shall be submitted for
mamediate drug-testing. The other sample shall
remain at the facility in frozen storage. This sam-
pie shall be made available to the employee or his
attorney should the original sample result in a
legal dispute or the chain of custody be broken.
Specimen samples shall be sealed, labeled and
checked against the identity of the employee to
ensure the results match the tested specimen.
Samples shall be stored in a secured and refrige-
rated atmosphere until tested or delivered to the
testing lab representative.
Whenever there is a reason to believe that the
employee may have altered or substituted the
speciment to be provided, a second specimen
shall be obtained immediately, under direct obser-
vation of the testing personnel.

F. Drug-Testing Methodology:
1. The testing or processing phase shall consist of a

two-step procedure:
a. Initial screening test, and
b. Confirmation test.

2. The urine sample is first tested using the initial
drug screening procedure. An initial positive test
result will not be considered conclusive; rather, it
will be classified as "confirmation pending." Noti-
fication of test results to the supervisor or other
departmental designee shall be held until the con-
firmation test results are obtained.

3. A specimen testing positive will undergo an addi-
tional confirmatory test. The confirmation pro-
cedure shall be technologically different and more
sensitive than the initial screening test.

4. The drug screening tests selected shall be capable
of identifying marijuana, cocaine, and every ma-
jor drug of abuse including heroin, amphetamine
and barbiturates. Personnel utilized for testing
will be certified as qualified to collect urine sam-
ples or adequately trained in collection pro-
cedures.

5. Concon~ations of a drug at or above the following
levels shall be considered a positive test result
when using the initial immunoassy drug screen-
ing test:

i,
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Initial Test
Lmel ng/ml)

Me ijuana metabdite ..................... 100
Cocaine metabelite ...................... 300
Opiate metabelites ...................... 300*
Phencyclidine ............................ 25
Amphetamines ......................... I000
¯ 2,Sng/ml if immunoaesay specific for free mor-
phine.

Concentrations of a drug at or above the fdiowing
levels shall be considered a positive test result
when performing a confirmama’y GC/MS test on a
urine spedmon that tested positive using a tech-
nologically different initial screening method:

Confirmatory Test
Level (ng/ml)

Marijuana metabolite ................... 15 (1)
Cocaine metabetite .................... 150 ("~,
Opiates:

Morphine ............................ "300
Codeine ............................. *’300

Phencyclidine ............................ 25
’Amphetamines:

Amphetamine ......................... 500
Metharephetamine .................... 500

(I) Delta-9-tetrahydrocannabinol-9-carboxylic
acid

(2)Bonzoylecgonine
The laboratory selected to conduct the analysis
shall be experienced and capable of quality con-
trol, documonta~on, chain-of-custody, technical
expertise, and demonstrated profz.iency in uri-
nalysis,

7. Employees having negative drug test results shall
receive a memorandum stating that no illegal
drugs were found. If the employee requests such,
a copy of the letter will be placed in the employee’s
personnel file.

8. Any employee who breaches the confidentiatity of
tesling information shall be subject to discipline.

G. Chain a[ Evidence-Storage:
I. Each step in the collecling and processing of the

urine spedmens shall be documented to establi.~ h
procedural integrity and the chain of custody.

2. Where a positive result is confirmed, urine speci-
mens shall be maintained in secured, refrigerated
storage for an indefinite period.

H. Drug-Test Results:
I. All records pertaining to department required

drug tests shall remain confidential, and shall not
be provided to other employers or agencies with-
out the written permission of the person whose
records are sought.

2. Drug test results and records shall be stored and
retained in compliance with state law, or for an
indefinite period in a secured area where there is
no applicable state law.

BY ORDER OF

CHIEF OF POLICE

Thismodel Drug-Testing pali~ r, ms developed under the aus- [o[ t~ Att~ Baard to the IACP/BIA National Law
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I. PURPOSE OF DOCUMENT
Just as law enforcement has been the vanguard in

the war on drugs, so must the law enforcement
community now take aleadership role on the issue of
the drug testing of its own members. No other group
can better balance its employees’ privacy rights ,,gainst
the unique and compelling interests of the law
enforcement profession to determine the precise and
proper scope of officer drug testing.

The goal of law enforcement drug testing must be
to send a message that any drug use by officers, at any
time, is unacceptable, and that each agency is prepared.
to enforce that philosophy by utilizing drug-testing
technology to the fullest extent. Half measures are
inadequate when the stakes are raised by the potentially
corrupting influence of drugs on law enforcement.

The purpose, then, of the National Law Enforcement
Policy Center Model Drug-Testing Policy is to take a
leadership stance in the formulation of the proper scope
of this employment practice for law enforcement officers.

The Law Enforcement Drug-Testing Concepts and
Issues Paper was developed to accompany the Model
Drug-Testing Policy promulgated by the IACP/BJA
National Law Enforcement Policy Center. This docu-
ment provides basic background information on drug
testing, and identifies and discusses relevant issues, in
order to aid each law enforcement executive in rendering
appropriate decisions for this critical policy.

II. BACKGROUND
In the early 1980s, employee drug testing seemingly

burst onto the scene, fast becoming one of the most
controversial employment practices of the decade. The
controversy stemmed not from the newness of this
practice, but from its increased use, and adoption by
employers that had not previously utilized drug testing
as a means of screening employees.

The cause of this surge in employee drug testing can
be directly traced to the dramatic increase in drug use
in American society. It has been estimated that
approximately 25 milfion people regularly use drugs.
Employee drug use, in turn, ~:osts employers an
estimated $33 billion per year in lost wages and’

productivity. In order to counter this loss, employers
turned to drug testing as a means of screening out high-
risk job applicants and employees.

It is an unfortunate fact that the law enforcement
profession has not remain~ed immune to the drug
problem. Indeed, the profession has been hit twice--
by officer drug use and drug corruption.

No statistics are available as to how many law
enforcement officers use controlled substances, or have
become entangled in drug corruption. While many
police executives argue that those officers using drugs
represent a discrete minority, many argue that law
enforcement is but a microcosm of society. Thus, the
number of officers using drugs would mirror the high
drug use in society as a whole. Some state that a higher
than average number of officers use drugs, due to the
increased contact with drugs inherent in police work.
Whatever the number is, the eradication of drug use
within the law enforcement profession is compelling andA

necessary for the protection of the public.

A. Explanation of Terminology
A preliminary explanation of several legal terms is

necessary to enhance full comprehension of some of
the language used by the courts and throughout this
paper.

In determining wl~ether a given drug test is an illegal
search or not, the courts weigh the department’s
interests or justifications for conducting the drug test
against the employee’s right of privacy and the amount
of intrusion on this right the drug test will present. While
the department may have many such interests that it
hopes to serve by conducting drug tests, not all such
interests are "valid." A "valid interest" represents a
judicial determination that the asserted interest is a
reasonable and permissible one for the department to
attempt to fulfill by means of chug testing. Those
interests currently deemed valid for purposes of
justifying police drug testing are discussed in the next
section.

In addition, courts assign a symbolic weight to these ~’

interests by referring to them as "important," "signif-
icant, or compelling" interests. A compelling interest
signifies the highest qualitative weight used by courts.

A publication of the IACP/BJA National Law En/orcement Policy Center
1110 North Glebe Road, Suite 200, Arlington, Virginia 22201
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is also assigned an extremely high weight, due to it’s
status as one of the fundamental rights guaranteed by
the Constitution. The diminished expectation of privacy
held by public employees somewhat lessens this weight.
The ultimate szoal in gaining judicial acceptance of a

drug test is for the department’s interests to outweighhe employee s interests.
Law enforcement executives deciding to implement

a drug-testing program need to become familiar with
these terms. Should the plan be challenged in court,
the law enforcement agency bears the burden of
justifying its use of drug testing. While courts are aware
that legal phrases are not terms of common usage, the
law enforcement executive will want to communicate
his concerns in the manner that will gain the fullest
impact. Stating that "we’ve got some pretty good
reasons for drug-testing" will not convey the proper
significance to the court. By contrast, stating that "we
have several valid, and what we think are compelling
interests that support departmental drug testin"’~
immediately communicates to the judge that critical
information is about to be imparted, that the department
views these interests as crucial to the law enforcement
mission, and that the speaker has a professional attitude
toward drug testing and has taken some time to research
it. While the judge will ultimately determine whether
an interest is compelling, how the department charac-
terizes its justifications can often play a large part in
that determination.

B. Making a Decision to Implement a Drug-Testing
Program

The law enforcement profession has several valid and

~ mpelling reasons that justify use of a strong employee
rug-testing program. The most urgent concern is the
reat to public safety and the destruction of the public

trust that are posed by officer drug use. Drug use has
been shown to adversely affect the physical senses and
thought processes. The officer with impaired senses and
decision-making skills presents a threat of unjustified
shootings, or other misuses of force, and increased
vehicular accidents. The public has a right to expect
that its law enforcement personnel are both physically
and mentally fit to assume their duties, and drug testing
serves this expectation.

Public trust and confidence in the integrity of the
law enforcement profession is threatened by officer drug
use. The public expects officers to enforce the law in
a fair and impartial manner. The specter of police
involvement in drug corruption and illegal drug use
has cast a shadow on this expectation.

,, The law enforcement profession has compelling
internal reasons to diminish officer drug use through
the practice of drug testing. The safety of each officer
is threatened by the drug-impaired state of a fellow
officer. Each department has a duty to protect its
employees from such dangers. In addition, each
department has the right to take necessary measures
to protect the internal discipline and esprit de corps
vital to carrying out the law enforcement mission. Just
as public trust is eroded by officer drug use, so too

each officer’s pride in his profession.
Finally, officer drug use impacts potential department-

al civil liability, a matter of vital concern. Each

forestall litigation based on the negligent actions of a
drug-impaired officer.

C. Pre-Drug Test Planning
1. Documentation of Drug, EnvironmenL The law

enforcement executive considering implementation of
drug testing for his agency is advised to do strategic
planning well in advance of the actual implementation
of drug testing.

The most important step is an analysis of the
department itself. The size of a department is not always
indicative of how much drug use occurs among officers.
As drug use over the general population has expanded,
small towns have increasingly found themselves in the
middle of a drug problem. Shifting drug-dealing and
drug shipment patterns have also affected previously
"safe" areas such as the Midwest. For example, the
increased use of drug dogs at airports on the traditional
Miami to New York City drug shipment routes has
forced drug dealers to find alternate routes and modes
of transportation. This has led to the increased presence
of drugs in areas where no airport drug dogs are used,
or the law enforcement presence and alertness to drug
dealing is percewed by dealers as minimal.

As drug dealers search for bigger profits, the natural
response has been to increase the market area. Increased
drug demand is also symptomatic in areas of high
unemployment, notably in industrial towns hit by the
closing of an automobile or other major factory.

The reasons for both drug use and the increase in
drug use are so many and confusing that it is entirely
consistent to hear of small or medium-sized law
enforcement agencies with serious drug problems. Thus,
each agency should take a serious look at the
environment within which it operates. A written
analysis of these external influences should be prepared
as a foundation to the drug-testing program. Should
the departmental drug-testing program be challenged,
this analysis may be able to be used in court as evidence
to support the dimensions of the potential drug
problems within the agency.

A written analysis of potential employee drug use
should also be prepared, based on those officers already
exhibiting a problem or a potential drug problem. Courts
have determined that there must be a demonstrable
reason for drug testing. Written documentation of
existing drug use is compelling evidence. Documenta-
tion of officer involvement in drug dealing, bribery, or
other forms of drug corruption may also be used. The
department need not show that a majority of the work
force is involved in drug activity to justify drug testing
of employees. However, more intrusive types of drug
testing, such as random testing, would require a
significant demonstration of employee drug use.

2. Consultation. The law enforcement executive
should consult with various professional groups before
implementing drug testing. Extensive legal assistance
will be necessary from the beginning stages. A pre-
liminary analysis of the permissible types of drug testing
in the jurisdiction should be conducted before rendering

¯ the decision on who will be tested and when. The final
written policy should be analyzed to ensure all legal
requirements have been met, and that the policy is clear.
Legal information should be shared with the officers,



although it may be readily available through the local
union. However, department-provided information
helps neutralize any negative feelings from the offi~.ers
concerning management-initiated drug testing.

Medical personnel should be consulted for a full
explanahon of the various drug tests available and their
capabilities. No existing drug test is infallible, although
DNA testing appears to be highly accurate. The
department should determine which drugs will be tested
for, and which tests will best serve their specific need.

Finally, the department should work closely with any
collective bargaining units of the employees to he tested.
Several cases have held that drug testing may be a
mandatory subject of bargainingJ While labor organ-
izations have initiated much of the current litigation

which a person holds a societally recognized expecta-
tion. 3 Not surprisingly, most courts have held that urine,
and the act of urination, are entitled to such a societally
recognized expectation of privacy.’

However, it is important to note the rationale behind
this extension of a right of privacy, as vital employel~
concerns are implicated. As urine is routinely discharge~
from the body, some departments have argued that the
plain view doctrine bars a drug test from being a search
or seizure. However, this argument has failed, as it is
felt that people do not expect other people to gather
their urine for analysis. In addition, urine contains
personal medical information such as evidence of
pregnancy, epilepsy, and other medical conditions. It
has been established that a person may have a right

concerning police drug testing, the focus has generally of privacy in this information and its nondisclosure.S ;~
been to ensure that the tests are fair and not an attempt Legally unfettered drug testing would have the potential
to prohibit the drug,testing program. Thus, cooperation to allow a random governmental search into areas
of all involved collective bargaining units in formulating

beyond drug use. The information gained could formdepartment drug-testing provisions can ultimately gain
vital employee acceptance of the program.

III. PRELIMINARY LEGAL ANALYSIS OF
POLICE DRUG TESTING

The sudden profusion of compulsory employee drug
testing caught lawyers as much by surprise as the tested
employees. No clear body of case law existed to easily
accommodate the sudden onslaught of drug-testing
cases.

To date, the Supreme Court has not issued a decision
on the legality of employee drug testing. However,
several cases are currently docketed for decision or
consideration over the next two years.2 The drug-testing ’
case law which does exist has, for the most part,
developed region by region at the federal court level.
While some measure of uniformity can be gleaned from
these decisions, each federal district’s decisions are only
binding on that district. Thus, until the Supreme Court
decides these cases, certain methods of drug testing may
be permissible in one state, but not in another state.
The law enforcement executive contemplating imple-
mentation of a drug-testing program is advised to
consult local legal counsel to determine the specific
decisions on drug testing for his jurisdiction.

Police drug-testing programs have been challenged
on various legal grounds. To date, the most successful
challenges have derived from Fourth Amendment and
Fourteenth Amendment due process and equal protec-
tion analyses. A brief explanation of these legal theories
is necessary to familiarize the executive with those legal
standards that must be met before initiating a drug-
testing program. A more detailed analysis of the validity
of certain methods of testing or drug-testing procedures
islcontained in the appropriate section of this paper.

A. Fourth Amendment Analysis
Fourth Amendment analysis is initially applied to a

drug-testing program to determine whether the test
itself constitutes an illegal search, or a permissible
intrusion on employee privacy rights based on
significant governmental interests. The Fourteenth’
Amendment then ensures that the overall program is
implemented in a fair and impartial manner.

The Fourth Amendment prohibits both unreasonable
governmental searches and seizures into those areas in

the basis for unlawful termination.
Th, e act of ~u-mation itsel/is vested with an expectation

of privacy. It has been argued that men do not have
this expectation, as they do have the option in public
restrooms to urinate in front of other persons.

Aside from the obvious argument that women do not
urinate in front of others, and equal protection rights
would not allow women to have more privacy rights
than men on such a thin social custom, a more
sophisticated analysis has prevailed. No one urinating
in front of another person expects the other person to
watch them, under a compulsion to produce urine, s A
sense of fair play requires that urination be given the
dignity of privacy rights protection.

Thus, courts have almost unanimously
that a drug test is a search. And, as the officer is ordered
to give a urine specimen or be terminated, a seizure
of the urine occurs.7

As the Fourth Amendment only prohibits "unreason-
able" searches or seizures, all drug-testing programs
must be reasonable in order to be permitted. What
constitutes a "reasonable" drug test lies at the heart
of much controversy.

The parameters for discerning the reasonableness of
a search of a public employee’s workplace were first
addressed by the Supreme Court in O’Connor v. Ortega.~
While O’Connor does not address the issue of drug-
testing, it is currently being used in drug testing cases
because it is the only applicable Supreme Court
pronouncement on public employee searches.

Initially, O’Connor establishes that for the purpose of
workplace searches, public employees retain some
semblance of their Fourth Amendment rights. However,
the extent of these rights is dependent upon the context
in which they are asserted. Due to the nature of their
work, public employees have a diminished expectation
of privacy. In order to determine the scope of the privacy
right, the governmental interest in conducting the
search must be balanced against the intrusiveness of
the search. Thus, a case-by-case approach will be used
to determine the extent of the privacy right
and the reasonableness of the search, based on
factors as the type of search to be conducted, the reasons
for the search, the workplace environment, and the type
of public employment involved.

¯ 3



work-related employee misconduct, O’Connor held that
for the search to be deemed reasonable, it must have
been both reasonable at its inception, and reasonatr’e
in scope. This test has been applied to drug tests of
police officers, where conducted to detect the prohibited
use of dru~,s.

Essentially, this test requires two conditions to be
satisfied before approving a drug test as proper under
the .Fourth Amendment. First, the drug test must be
reasonable at its inception, No warrant will be required
before the department may order a drug test, as this
would place an undue burden on the department. And,
while warrantless searches generally require a probable
cause foundation, certain limited exceptions to the
probable cause requirement have been permitted. As
employee searches for work-related misconduct are not
ultimately aimed at criminal prosecution, the lesser
standard .of reasonable suspicion would suffice to
support a warrantless search. Application of this crucial
part of O’Connor is the basis for legal projection, ~ that
drug testing will only be permitted upon reasonable
suspicion by the Supreme Court. However, the case-
by-case approach advised by O’Connor could prove this
projection incorrect.

The O’Connor case left open for decision the question
of whether reasonable suspicion requires an individ-
ualized suspicion that the particular person to be tested
is using drugs, or whether a more generalized suspicion
about employee drug use will suffice. This current
ambiguity lies at the heart of the controverssy as to
when drug tests may be required.

Second, the O’Connor test would require that a drug-
test "search" be reasonably executed. The drug test may
only be used to search for prohibited controlled
substance use, and must be conducted in a reasonable
manner.9

While courts seem to overuse the word reasonable,
and leave little guidance for those who must implement
it, the" key to drug testing is fairness. The law
enforcement profession has especially compelling
interests that may ultimately allow them to use drug
testing in ways that other employers may not. Where
possible, the employee should be extended as much
dignity and protection as possible without comprom-
ising the test.

B. Due Process Requirements
The Fourteenth Amendment guarantees that no

person shall be deprived of his liberty or property
interests without due process of law.~0 Law enforcement
officers, unlike private sector employees, generally enjoy
a property interest in their job. Any actions that will
deprive them of their job, through suspension or
termination, must comply with due process require-
ments that ensure that the actions are taken in a fair
and evenhanded manner,n

Employees also have a liberty and property interest
in their reputations that is also protected by the due
process clause. Employees have a right to be free from
any unwarranted stigma attached to termination that
would hurt their future employment chances.~2

As applied to police drug-testing programs, due
process essentially requires conformity with two
principals. First, the drug test and drug-testing

given to the employee "that a drug-testing program
exists, when tests will be given, and how the test will
be implemented. The test may not be administered
based on individual discretion, or in an arbitrary and
capricious manner,t3 Second, termination for drug use
should remain confidential. The department should not
release to future employers, other police agencies, or
newspapers information that confirms that the
employee was fired for drug use.14

C. Miscellaneous Lesal Challenges
Drug testing has been challenged as a Fifth Amend-

ment violation, as the officer is being forced to produce
evidence of his own misconduct. As the Fifth Amend-
ment only applies to oral inculpatory evidence, drug
testing is not a Fifth Amendment violation.

Termination for drug testing does not constitute cruel
and unusual punishment under the Eighth Amendment.
Termination is not considered excessive or unreasonable
in light of the offense35

Termination of drug addicts does not constitute a
violation of the Federal Rehabilitation Act of 1973.16
While drug addiction is considered a handicap protected
by the act, no. violation occurs if the addiction
substantially impairs the employee’s ability to perform
their job. The illegality of drug use and the debilitating
effect ofdrugs constitute a substantial impairment of a
police officer’s ability to perform essential duties. The
threat to public safety from drug use also consitutes
substantial impairment.

Termination of drug users, but not alcoholics, does
not constitute a violation of the Fourteenth Amendment
Equal Protective clause, for similar reasons. Drug use
is illegal; alcohol use is not.17

The most potent threat to police departments comes
from private citizens. Where a department retains a
drug-using officer who harms a citizen due to their drug
use, the department can be sued for negligent retention
of an employee.~s

IV. MODEL DRUG-TESTING POLICY

A. Framework of Policy
1. Necessity for Written Policy. The need for a written

policy is especially critical for those departments
developing a drug-testing program for officers. The
majority of courts deciding drug-testing cases has
analyzed the soundness of drug-testing programs based
on the amount of information the officer is given
concerning department drug-testing procedures.19 Thus,
the agency should develop a written drug-testing policy
that will inform employees of all relevant information.

2. Stated Governmental /nterests. Any policy that
regulates an officer’s conduct must be related to
achieving a valid departmental interest. Where the
policy regulates a fundamental right such as privacy,
the policy must be more narrowly drawn, and related
to achieving a significant, or compelling depa.rtmental
interest.2o

The significant law enforcement interests that justify
the use of employee drug testing were discussed earlier
in this paper. These interests should be discussed in
the written drug-testing policy. This will provide any
court perusing the document with a clear picture of



testing program.
In addition, where the department explains in the

policy why drug testing is important and necessary to
the department, the practice itself is more palatable to
the collective bargaining unit and the employee. Drug
testing is reduced from the status of spying and
interfering with the officer’s life, to a tool to protect
both the officer and the public.

For these reasons, the model policy places a discussion
of the departmental interests justifying a drug-testing
program in the policy statement. This immediately tells
the reader, judge, or officer why this program is
necessary, and describes those concerns it is meant to
address.

3. Prohibited Act/~ty. Law enforcement executives
that favor lean, sparsely written policies and procedures
are encouraged to suspend this practice when promul-
gating a drug-testing policy. As far as the courts are
concerned, the more information provided to the officer,
the more reasonable the policy. And, details whic~, may
seem obvious, and are thus omitted, may take on a
startling importance and not be as obvious to cov.rts
reviewing the policy.

An excellent example of this is the prohibition against
drug /~se in the model policy. As an officer cannot be
terminated for nonprohibited behavior, termination for
drug use pursuant to a positive drug test could be held
impermissible where the policy manual does not state
that drug use is prohibited.

Most departments prohibit drug use in their Rules
of Conduct. However, it is important that when
establishing a drug:testing policy, this rule is clearly
worded to advise the officer of that activity which is
prohibited.

For this purpose, the model policy provides clear
instruction as to departmental prohibition of drug use.
Two specific types of activity are prohibited. First, the
model policy prohibits the ingestion of any controlled
or other dangerous substance unless upon a doctor’s
orders. Ingestion covers all forms of introduction of
drugs to the body such as sniffing, injecting, inhaling,
oral administration, or the placing of acid onto the
eyeball. Second, the model policy prohibits ingestion
of prescription or over-the-counter drugs in amounts
beyond the recommended dosage, where this would
impair job performance. This section addresses abuse
of drugs such as Percodan, cough syrup, decongestants,
and tranquilizers. Increased dosages of such drugs can
also impair the officer’s perceptions and reactions and
prove just as addictive as street drugs.

The model policy prohibits these uses of drugs
whether the officer is on or off duty. Some departments
may choose to prohibit drug use only for on-duty
officers. Many courts and labor organizations protest
limitations on off-duty conduct as an unacceptable
privacy violation. However, the majority of courts have
upheld the type of blanket drug use prohibition
embodied in the model policy as a reasonable restriction
on a police officer’s rights of privacy.2] In reaching this
conclusion, courts have based their decision on the
lingering affects of drug use, and the illegal status of
controlled substances.

Drug testing is not sophisticated enough to discern
the intent with which drugs were used. The drug test

drugs for which it screens. However, the practice of
drug testing is only meant to discipline or terminate
officers who intentionally use or abuse dangerous
substances.

In order to protect innocent employees, the law
enforcement executive should include in the written
policy the following provisions found in the model~t
policy. First, officers who have been taking prescribedqDv

medication that contains a narcotic base such as codeine
should report this fact to their supervisor. In case of
a subsequent positive drug test, or accusation of drug
use, the officel" will be protected from termination or
suspension.

Another important provision relates to unintentional
drug ingestion that can result in a positive drug test.
In both the social and work environment, the officer
may "passively inhale" drug smoke that could later
register as a positive drug test. A narcotics unit officer
may be forced ultimately to Use a drug in a drugdealer’s
presence in order to establish credibility. Passive
inhalation and unintentional use of a controlled
--.oL..~* ..... I,. _ .I 3o~u~an*.c ~,numu immediately be reported to the
supervisor to avoid later misunderstandings.

The department is not looking for, and is not justified
in punishing, an officer for these types of unintentional
drug activity. Thus, as provided in the model policy,
departments seeking to implement drug-testing policies
should protect their officers by narrowly crafting the
prohibited drug use provisions.

B. Scope of Testing
The amount of notice or information that an officer

is provided pertaining to when he will be required to
submit to a drug test is a key consideration in the overall,~.~
determination of the reasonableness of a drug-testin~
program. Of similar importance, the policy must state
who may order that an officer be required to take a
drug test.

The model policy permits compulsory urinalysis in
a number of clearly defined instances:

. 1. Applicant Drug Screening. The model policy
requires that all applicants for the position of sworn
police officer submit to a drug test during a preem-
ployment physical as a condition of employment.

Preemployment drug screening has been approved
by the courts as a valid means of ensuring fit, drug-
free employees32 As such, it is a valid condition of
employment.

Stringent due process requirements are not generally
applicable to applicants rejected on the basis of a positive
drug test; or the types of drug tests permitted33 The
applicant is not an employee of the agency with
discernible rights. Submission to the drug test is
considered to have been done and accepted on a
voluntary basis. ¢

A recent case rejected an argument that drug
screening of police applicants disproportionately
impacted minority populations34 Where the test is
administered as part of a general preemployment
physical administered by the municipal doctor, no
doctor-patient confidentiality rights are triggered. The,==k
doctor is an employee of the administering entity3S

Preemployment drug screening can be a strategically~
crucial means of assuring a drug-free work force. While



employees will use drugs in the future, it remains a
powerful tool in detecting possible candidates--those
currently using drugs on a regular basis.

An important issue that each agency must initially
consider is ~’.ow much past drug use it will accept in
applicants. The Miami Police Department rejects all
applicants with a past history of drug use. However,
due to widespread drug use by society, many depart-
ments are finding it harder and harder to find applicants
with no past drug use experience. Thus, some depart-
ments accept applicants with a minimal past history.
This raises the issue of what is an "’acceptable" past
history of drug use. A law enforcement executive may
want to delimit this based on type of drug used,
frequency, and how long ago the drug use occurred.
For example, the executive may decide that infrequent
marijuana use is an acceptable condition, but infrequent
heroin use is not. Once the department delimits
acceptable past use standards, this standard must be
applied equally to all applicants.

2. Probationary F, mployee Testin$. Given the costs
involved in drug testing, smaller agencies may wish to
limit testing to the applicant stage. This plan has a
potential drawback. It has been argued that an applicant
can beat a drug test by refraining from use of drugs
for a specified period before the test. As the goal of
applicant screening is to eliminate persons with drug
problems, such subterfuge undermines the process.

In order to prevent this potential subterfuge, the
model policy additionally permits mandatory testing of
all probationary employees throughout the probation-
ary period prescribed by the department. Mandatory
or mass testing requires that all persons be tested an
equal number of times in a testing period. This is often
accomplished by testing the entire group on one day.
The model policy requires that the chief or his designee
determine the timing and frequency of the mandatory
testing of probationary officers.

Finally, the model policy permits random testing of
probationary individuals throughout the probationary
stage where the individual has a past history of drug
use. This is necessary to ensure that the probationary
employee does not continue his habit after becoming
a law enforcement officer.

It is important to ascertain the legal status of the
recruit or probationary officer under state law or
pertinent collective bargaining agreements before using
these more legally complex testing methods. Important
due process rights may be involved that must be
considered in planning the drug test.

3. Reasonable Suspicion. The model policy permits
the department to administer a compulsory drug test
upon reasonable suspicion that an officer is currently
using, or has been using, drugs.

The vast majority of federal courts has clearly held
that law enforcement is constitutionally limited to drug
testing upon reasonable suspicion, z6 While making the
choice easier for agencies seeking to implement drug
testing, it should be noted that this type of testing is
the most difficult to implement. A drug-testing program
that requires testing only upon reasonable suspicion
may still hold legal pitfalls for agencies in the fotlowing
areas:

upon reasonable suspicion of drug use. As discussed
earlier in this paper, it is unclear whether reasonable
suspicion must be founded upon individualized or
generalized suspicion. The model policy has chosen
to use a definition of reasonable suspicion based on
a particularized susp’cion.i This complies more closely
with Fourth Amendment guidelines. However, some
departments may choose to incorporate the gener-
alized suspicion for their policy. This choice presents
a legal pitfall for departments should the Supreme
Court decide this issue in the opposi!e way than the
department may have chosen.

¯ What Evidence Constitutes Reasonable Suspicion? The
second danger in reasonable suspicion testing is one
familiar to law enforcement~whether the facts that
instigated the decision to test an officer amounted
to reasonable suspicion. The generally accepted
definition of reasonable suspicion, as reflected in the
model policy, is "specific and objective facts about
the conduct of an individual, and any rational
inferences that would cause the reasonable police
officer to believe that the individual has been using
drugs."
In assessing reasonable suspicion, law enforcement

personnel are given great leeway due to their status
as trained observers. As police are trained to assess drug
use in citizens, their observations concerning drug use
by a fellow employee are considered fairly trustworthy ~7
However, to ensure validity of the drug-testing program,
it is suggested that departments either state in the
policy, or circulate to employees, a list of observable
characteristics of drug use.

Reasonable suspicion can also be formulated from
nonobserved information about the officer suspected
of drug use.zs Again, law enforcement is considered to
have a tremendous inteUigence-gathering and investi-
gational edge over other industries that will allegedly
immediately net information about officer drug use. In
calculating reasonable suspicion, informants’ tips and
citizen complaints concerning an officer’s drug use or
involvement in drug dealing may provide an adequate
basis for a drug test.29

Finally, less direct information can be considered in
determining reas6nable suspicion. Increased absentee-
ism, use of force incidents, accidents, or disciplinary
problems may indicate drug use. Evidence that an officer
is clearly living beyond his means may bolster other
evidence that the officer may be involved in drug
activity.

Aside from eyewitness observation of drug use, each
of these factors alone may not be enough to amount
to a reasonable suspicion. Where, as in the model policy,
an individualized suspicion standard is to be used, a
balancing test suggested by courts in several recent
decisions may prove useful in instructing employees
on reasonable suspicion. This test suggests that before
requiring a drug test, the department assess the quality
of its reasonable suspicion by weighing (1) the nature
of the tip or information; (2) the reliability of the
informant or information; (3) the degree of corroboration;
and (4) any other facts contributing to the presence,
or lack thereof, of reasonable suspicion.~° This analysis
may aid employees in separating a mere hunch from
the actual proof needed.



¯ Incident Testing as ~easonable Suspicion? Some drug-
testing plans, notably those adopting a generalized
reasonable suspicion standard, include "incident
testing" as a type of testing for reasonable suspicion.
Incident testing refers to compulsory testing of an
officer after an accident, use of force, or similar critical
incident to determine whether it was caused by drug
use. The incident alone is considered reasonable
suspicion. While incident testing has been strongly
upheld in cases concerning the transportation
industry, it is unclear at this point whether the case-
by-case approach to employee searches discussed in
O’Connor would support it for police officers. In
addition, it is important to note that drug tests can
not adequately be used to determine if an accident
or use of force can be attributed to drug use. The
drug test will show if drugs were used, but it cannot
tell when they were used. Thus, an officer with a

~or any conditions. Thus, the governmental interest m
ensuring healthy, fit police officers outweighs any
negligible employee interests.

The crucial consideration in determining test validity
is whether the physical is truly a regularly scheduled
physical.exam. The exam cannot be a thinly
excuse to do drug testing. There must be a
connection between the physical exam and
employer’s legitimate safety COncerns.32 Thus, a
provision requiring a six-month checkup by city doctors
that only involved urinalysis would probably be
prohibited.

Department practices concerning physical examina-
tions vary due to their expense. Some departments
require an annual physical, while others base the timing
of the required exam on the officers age or Upon
promotion. For example, officers over 35 may be required

positive drug test after a critical incident m:,y~6t to have annual exams, while officers under 35 may only
be required to be examined every other year. Howeverhave been drug impaired at the time of the incident, law enforcement has begun to place increased emphasis

on fitness and medical exams in order to ~duce potent:-~l
--r ............ =,,,~lu=n~ employee cardiorespiratory problems. Thus, drug

testing may be conducted during these regularly

The model policy would only permit a drug : ,~t here
if additonal factors tend~d to n~nv~ ,h~, ,s.~ :___.j_ .
was caused by drug use.

¯ When Can a Test be Ordered? It is especially critical to
formulate clear procedures for reasonable suspicion
testing in order to ensure that employees are not
subjected to arbitrary or biased testing. In order to
circumvent these problems, the model policy requires
that testing may only be initiated upon documented
evidence, and at the order of a supervisor. Any
employee observing potential drug use characteristics
should immediately notify his supervisor. The
supervisor should then begin the documentation and
investigation process.
Where there are strong indications of current on-the-

job drug use, the supervisor may temporarily relieve
the employee of his duties and order an immediate drug
test. Where evidence of drug use is ambiguous or weak,
more investigation and documentation are prudent.

Departments may wish to include more supervisory
layers in the reasonable suspicion review process in
order to provide better checks and balances. For
example, some departments require the chief to give
final approval to order a drug test after analysis of the
documented suspicion and investigation by several
successive supervisors. Another method often used is
to only permit employee observations to serve as a basis
for a test when corroborated by other employees. This
prevents an officer from being tested wrongfully due
to a spiteful co-worker.

Procedures detailing when an officer may be tested
upon reasonable suspicion must be narrowly crafted
in order to eliminate the possibility of arbitrary testing.
The department must ensure that testing is not
conducted on ambiguous evidence of drug use, a mere
hunch, or as a result of personal vendetta, but upon
meaningful evidence of drug use.

4. Physical Exams. The model policy permits a drug
test as part of a regularly scheduled physical exami-
nation required by the department.

To date, drug screening during a departmentally
required general physical examination has received
strong support from those courts examining such
practices.31 No expectation of privacy can be asserted,
as the officer is submitting his body for medical analysis

scheduled physical examinations.
Some departments have required a general physical

examination that incidentally requires a drug test, after
certain incidents. For example, in Wrightsell v. City of
Chicago, the court upheld the use of compulsory physical
exams that included drug tests: (1) to identify the cause
of an officer’s illness or incapacitation; or (2) where 
officer has excessive sick leave; or (3) where an officer
has been ordered to submit to a psychiatric examination;

~er (4) the officer is returning to work after a 30-day
ave of absence due to suspension, to receive ex -

training, re-employment pursuant to court order, or
other reason. Thus, the focus of the test is on the officer’s
general health, and is not primarily a broed-besed
general search to ascertain any prohibited drug use.

Where departments choose to initiate drug testing
as part of a physical exam, this should be clearly stated
in the policy. The policy should explain the connection
between the exam and the department’s concern for
the officer’s general health and fitness.

S. Specialized Unit Tests. Finally, the model policy
requires a drug test as a condition of application and
acceptance to specialized units within the department.
This section would apply to such units as the narcotics,
organized crime, SWAT, or bomb squad units.

b .D~,.g.t.esting of special~e_d_ unit members is meritedy me inherent nature ot these assignments. In units
where great technical expertise, split-second timing, and
decision-making ability are required, drug use by unit ~
members presents a heightened potential of danger for
both the unit members and the public. In narcotics and
organize(i_ crime units, drug testing may prove especially ,’
critical, it has been speculated that the continual
exposure to drugs and the drug cultuze has often led
to drug use by narcotics unit members. In addition, these
officers are particularly vulnerable to forms of drug

co~r~D(p.tion by members of organized crime.peclanzeu unit litigation generally has focused
narcotics unit testing. For the reasons cited above,
majority of courts have upheld drug tests of
applicants to specialized units, where conducted as a
condition of application and acceptance.~ In addition,
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is made on a voluntary basis by the officer. Thus,
applicants are deemed to have knowingly and freely
consented to be tested.

In order to ensure the continuing integrity of narcotics
or other specialized units, some department drug-
testing plahs have contained a provision requiting
random drug tests of all unit members at specified
intervals after acceptance in the unit. The case law on
random testing of nar’cotics unit members is particularly
unclear,u The seminal case of Caruso v. Ward, which
originally produced the spate of cases prohibiting
random testing of narcotics unit members as uncon-
stitutional was recently reversed. Random testing was
upheld because unit membership was voluntary, thus
the members had a choice to submit to drug testing.35
In addition, applicants were not penalized if they
withdrew their application rather than submit to a drug
test or random testing.

By contrast, cases prohibiting this type of random
testing have stated that testing upon reasor-ble
suspicion, and police observation and intelligence
techniques, provide more than adequate means of
determining potential unit member drug use, without
the intrusiveness.

The Supreme Court will have an opportunity to
determine the constitutional parameters of special unit
testing this term in National Treasury Employe~s Union v.
Von Raab.~ This case concerns the testing of Customs
officials applying for positions with increased exposure
to drugs. Before implementing random or mandatory
testing of specialized unit members then, the law
enforcement executive is urged to consult state case
law, and watch for the decision of this case.

6. Mass~Mandatory Testing. Finally, the model
policy permits mandatory or mass testing of officers.
The timing and frequency of such tests should be
determined by the chief or his designee.

Mandatory or mass testing requires that all officers
undergo a drug test, whether on one specified date or
within a certain period of time. The model policy
suggests that testing be conducted on a unit-by-unit
basis until all officers have been tested. At present, the
majority of courts have not permitted this type of testing
because it is initiated on no articulable suspicion that
any particular officer is involved in prohibited drug
activity.37 Instead, it is a far-reaching search to find out
just this information. However, some courts have
suggested that more intrusive measures such as
mandatory testing may be permitted where there is
evidence that the drug problem cannot be adequately
addressed through such measures as internal investi-
gations, citizen complaints, and employee observation.

As stated in the introduction to this paper, law
enforcement executives must play a leadership role in
eliminating drugs from the law enforcement profession.
Use of mandatory testing is a necessary and effective
tool in achieving this goaL It strikes the correct balance
between employer and employee rights. Employees
have no right to use drugs and endanger others.

Mandatory testing allows the department to quickly
ascertain which employees are using drugs. Given the
insidious effects of drugs on the law enforcement
profession, time is of the essence. Ordinary means of
discovering officer drug use have come too late to

cannot be said to have begun to identify all drug users.
Thus, use of mandatory testing is advocated as the only
means to eliminate officer drug use, while providing
consideration for employee rights.

B. Random Testing
The model policy prohibits random drug testing of

sworn officers. For the purpose of this paper, a
distinction is made between mandatory and random
testing, although courts often use the terms interchange-
ably to denote drug tests conducted without any basis
for belief that the person to be tested has used or is
using drugs.

Random drug testing, as first discussed in Shoemaker
v. Handel,3s can take several different forms. Obviously,
the person to be tested is chosen at random. However,
in a classic random test, no attempt is made to test
all officers equally over a specified period. While each
officer has an equal chance to be tested at each draw,
unless the names of those already tested are withdrawn,
officers can be subjected to double testing or no testing.
Random drug testing of law enforcement officers has
been almost unanimously prohibited by the courts as
an unconstitutional search and seizure and a violation
of due process.39 As with mandatory tests, random tests
are considered a prohibited "general" search because
the officer is tested without any actual suspicion of drug
use.

As discussed earlier, an important question in drug
testing concerns the nature and quality of the suspicious
evidence upon which a drug test must be founded. This
ambiguity may provide a means to approve random
testing at a future date. Several courts ruling against
random drug testing of police have noted that they
would approve a random testing plan if the department
could prove that officer drug use had reached such
proportions that testing upon reasonable suspicion and
normal police intelligence and investigative techniques
to detect officer drug use were no longer a viable
option?°

Random drug testing has generally been upheld only
for heavily regulated industries such as the horse-racing
and nuclear power industries.41 While each police drug-
testing case has argued that law enforcement qualifies
as a regulated industry due to statutory and internal
restrictions, this argument has been rejected in all but
one case.t2

Due process objections to random testing have
focused on the selection procedures. Random choice
may permit an official to target for testing an officer
who is disliked. It has been held that any approved
random test must be set up to eliminate human
intervention and prejudices. Thus, where random
testing has been permitted, a computer-generated
random program has been used to eliminate arbitrary
official discretion.

C. Testing Procedures
L Chain of Custody. The most critical part of the

drug test itself is maintenance of a strict chain of custody
for the urine specimen. Where it may be shown that
a positive drug test could have resulted from human
error or tampering or a broken chain of custody, the
courts may invalidate any disciplinary action taken as
a result of the positive drug test. Thus, urine specimens



should be subject to the same chain of custody
procedures as any other piece of evidence. Preservation
of the chain of custody should begin before the ~test
itself is administered. "Fhe first step is to ensure the
reliability of personnel responsible for the administra-
tion of t,~e test and the analysis of the specimens. Some
departments have the capacity to perform the drug test
and analysis in-house. However, the majority of
departments hire an outside lab to either conduct both
steps, or the analysis only, a~ter department personnel
oversee the taking of the specimen.

Careful and thorough training should be given to any
departmental personnel involved in administration or
analysis of drug tests. Proper chain of custody
procedures should be emphasized, as well as confiden-
tiality and compassion.

The model policy requires that the agency choose an
experienced and reliable laboratory to conduct analysis

- of the urine specimen. Given law enforcement budget
constraints, the temptation is to choose the lowest
bidder for the job, and trust that they are con,petent.
Th+:, el~p~.P~me~+. el~,~..l.-i .... t..ll ....... :-:-- ,.L+
laboratory’s procedures for documentation and han-
dling of the specimen, and request references to
determine the reliability of the laboratory.

The model policy further protects the integrity of the
drug test by requiring that the room in which the
specimen is given be searched for foreign substances
and documented as secure. Departments should be
warned that employees have proven ingenious in
creating ways to circumvent dru. g tests. The sale of
"clean" urine has prompted many employers to require
that the employee be searched before the specimen is
given.

The urine specimen should be given in a private,
medical setting. The safest procedure is to have a "dry"
room, with no running water available from the sink
or toilet. This prevents contamination of the specimen
with water. Certain chemicals or dyes may be placed
in toilet bowl water to show that a specimen has been
tampered with, where it is not practical to use a dry

¯ room. The room should have nothing in it where an
employee could hide contaminants. For example, an
employee could carry contaminating liquid or clean
urine in a body cavity and hide it in a waste paper
basket, Kleenex box, or other place for use by a fellow
employee to be testedat a later time.

Each step of the test should be carefully documented.
As required in the model policy, specimen containers
should be clearly marked with the employee’s identi-
fying number and the date and time the specimen was
submitted. The employee giving the urine sample
should provide positive identification before giving a
sample.

Prior to the test, the employee should be given a
questionnaire concerning recent drug use. This asks the
employee to list those medications or passive exposures
to drugs that may trigger a positive test. ’

2. Employee Comfort. The model policy requires that
the urine specimen be collected in a manner that will
not embarrass, demean, or cause physical discomfort
to employees.

Most drug-testing policies require that the employee
disrobe before entering the bathroom to produce a
specimen. This ensures that no items will be carried

in to contammate the sample. The employee should be
provided a light robe to wear into the testing area, and
be given a light pat-down search to ensure these items
have not been placed in the robe.

Use of witnesses to the act of urination has been
upheld by courts as necessary to ensure the integrity
of the test. However, the amount of actual visui
observation of the act is up to the department. The morNPr
demeaning the procedure, the higher the chance it will
be held unreasonable. For this purpose, it is suggested
that medical personnel be used to monitor the
proceedings.

The observer must be of the same sex as the employee.
While it is perfectly proper to have the observer watch ’~

the urine being discharged, some departments permit
the observer to turn their back or avert their eyes in
order to permit the employee Some privacy. Where the ~

employee has been searched before entering the
collection site, and the observer is able to listen for any
abnormal Sounds that may indicate sample falsification,
visual scrutiny may be unnecessary.

Where department personnel will ~ observing the
urine discharge, personal concerns should be taken into
account. Where the department has knowledge that
certain employees do not like each other, one employee
should not be permitted to observe the other while
urinating. A supervisor should not be required to submit
to observation by one of his employees. Command staff
should be given observers of their own rank or the next
highest rank.

The employee should be made as comfortable through
the entire process as possible. While a natural body
function, it is not uncommon for an employee to "freeze ’
up" upon being presented with a specimen cup witldbt
orders to fill it. However, it should be noted that sucl~
"freezes" may be an attempt to stall, in hopes the test
will not be administered. Extra time also provides the
employee a better chance that the body will be naturally
erasing signs of drug use.

The policy should set a certain period, such as eight
hours, in which the urine specimen must be given. The
time period should be a reasonable one, as time
pressures can worsen the sudden inability to urinate.
Consideration should be shown where the observer feels
that his presence is probably causing the freeze. Failure
to produce a specimen should be considered refusal to
submit to the drug test.

3. ~umple SgHttin& Themodelpolicypermitssample
splitting, as long as the samples are collected at the
same time, and marked immediately. Sample splitting
permits the employee to have a urine sample divided
and stored for future analysis. In cases where the initial
sample is lost or shows a positive result, the employee
can challenge the positive result if the split sample
remainder shows negative for drug use. It is unclear ~"
at this point whether due process absolutely requires
that sample splitting be permitted. However, a sensG
of fairness dictates that the employee be able to use
what means are available to defend agalzist a false
positive result. As the rest of the sample remains
refrigerated, this practice costs the department little.

After a specimen is given, it must be immediateli
sealed, labeled, and refrigerated until tested. The model’~"
policy requires that each step in the collection and
processing of the sample be documented in order to



refrigerator. Access to this refrigerator should be limited
to those personnel testing the samples, or those who
must retrieve samples from it.

D. Screening of Urine Samples
The mo,,.el policy requires that a urine sample taken

as part of a compulsory drug test be subjected to two
technologically different drug-screening methods in
order to ensure the accuracy of a positive drug-test
result. While this may seem to impose an expensive
and repetitious burden on the law enforcement agency,
this requirement results from the state of drug-screening
technology, and can actually prove cost effective in the
long run.

There are several types of chug-screening processes
currently in use. These processes differ based on cost,
accuracy, sensitivity, the way the process detects the
presence of drugs, and the types of chugs that can be
detected by the process. Not surprisingly, the cheaper
screening processes are less accurate, less sensitive, and
may not be able to detect the full range of dru ~r an
agency may wish to screen for in its drug-testing
program.

No drug-screening process currently in use is
completely accurate in detecting the presence of drugs.
While early statistics on drug screening by DNA analysis
from body hair have been impressive, this technique
has not yet been folly proven.

The most common combination of drug tests are the
immunoassay tests, confirmed by the gas chromato-
graphy/mass spectrometry (GC/MS) technique. The
immunoassay-type tests are cheaper, and fairly reliable,
but not reliable enough to be used alone. Thus, many
agencies use the immunoaasay or radioimmunoassay
techniques initially, to isolate only the positive test
results. Then, the more expensive and sensitive GC/
MS method will only be needed for a few specimens.
It is important to use a technologically different and
more sophisticated screening method to ensure the
accuracy of a positive result, and cross-check the sample.

Drug-screening methods can produce different types
of inaccurate results. A "false positive" result means that
the test indicated that certain drugs were present, when
they actually were not. False positives can be caused
by human error, faulty procedures, and the technology
itself. In addition, false positives can be created by cross-
reactivity. Cross-reactivity occurs when certain non-
prescriptive drugs or substances interact to create a
positive test result for a drug that is not actually there.

By contrast, "false negatives" report the presence of
no drugs, when drugs are actually present. False
negatives can occur due to the addition of certain sub-
stances to the urine, or where the urine goes stale due
to age.

Finally, false negatives may occur due to the cut-off
levels of a screening method. Cut-off levels are the
concentration of drugs in the urine that win reliably
be detected by the drug-screening method. Naturally,
the smaller the amount desired to be detected, the lower
the reliab/lity factor. Manufacturers usually set cut-off
levels for their tests. Thus, if a person has a lower
concentration of a drug in their system than the cut-
off level, it will register as negative for drug use, although
drugs may have actually been used.

currently prescribed by the federal government as an
example,o Each department should carefully study the
drug-screening methods available, and determine which
drugs they need to test for and the appropriate cut-
off levels.

E. Confidentiality
The model policy requires that all records pertaining

to an applicant’s or employee’s drug-test history remain
confidential. This applies to pre-test consent forms,
interviews containing lists of prescribed drugs used,
preliminary test results, and any other written
documentation of the drug test.

These documents cover the type of personal employee
information that is considered confidential under most
state public record laws. In addition, the stigmatizing
aura of drug testing, given for any reason, provides a
basis for a due process deprivation of reputation suit,
should the information be released. Thus, the model
policy specifically states that an employee’s drug-testing
information cannot be passed on to future employers.
To enhance this, release of such information is a
disciplinable offense.

All drug-testing records should be kept in a separate,
secure file area, in order to ensure confidentiality. The
records should be retained as required by state law.
Access to the records should be strictly limited to those
personnel with an absolute need to know.

V. ACCREDITATION STANDARDS

No accreditation standards on drug testing are
availabls at this time.
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~coruso v. Ward, --N.Y. 2d at --.
~upre at note 33.
srE.gr, Penny v. /@nnm’y, --F.2d. --, 3 IER Cases 692 (No.

86-6280, May 23 (1988).
~Shoemah, r, 795 F. 2d 1136 (3rd Cir. 1986), a’rt. den. --u-.q.

--, 107 S. Ct. b’77.
~Guiney v. Roashe, --F. Supp. --3 IER Cases 598

May 18, I~8).
~oCity of East Point v. Smith, 258 C_,A, Ill. 365 S.E. 2d 432 (1988).
’lShoc’mah, r, Supra at note 41.
’2Policeraen" s Bcnco. Assn. of N.J.v. Washington Tp., 672 F. Supp.

779, n,’sd, 3 IER Cases 699 (No. 87-5793, June 21, 1988).
°Mandatory Guidtiines for Federal Workplace Drug-Testing

Prvgnnns, 53 Fed. Reg. 11970 (April 11, 1988). These guidelines
were promulgated pursuant to President Reagan’s Executive
Order No. 12564, in which he called for a drug-heo America.

t
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Drug Detection Periods

Dru~l

Amphetamines
Amphetamine
Methamphetamine

Barbiturates
Amobarbital
Butalbital
Pentobarbital
Phenobarbital
Secobarbital

Benzodlazeplnes
Diazepam (va,um®)
Chlordiazepoxide (Librium®)

Cocaine
Benzoylecgonine

Cannabinoids (Marijuana)
Casual Use
Chronic Use

Ethanol

Methadone

Methaqualone (Quaalude®)

Opiates
Codeine
Hydromorphone (Dilaudid®)

Morphine (for Heroin)

Phencyclidine (PCP)
Casual Use
Chronic Use

Cate~lory

Stimulants

~° ~dative Hypnotics

Sedative Hypnotics

Stimulants

Euphoriants

Sedative Hypnotics

Narcotic Analgesics

Sedative Hypnotics

Narcotic Analgesics

Hallucinogens

Detection Period*

2-4 days
2-4 days

2-4 days
2-4 days
2-4 days
Up to 30 days
2-4 days

Up to 30 days
Up to 30 days

12-72 hours

2-7 days
Up to 30 days

Very shortt

2-4 days

2-4 days

2-4 days
2-4 days
2-4 clays

2-7 days
Up to 30 days

¯ Detection periods vat’/; rates of metabolism and excretion are different for each drug and user. Detection
periods should be viewed as estimates. Cases can always be found to contredict these aDDmximations.

t Oete<=ion period depends on amount consumed. Alcohol is excreted at the rate of approximately one ounce per
hour.

Source: PharmChem Laboratories



Appendix 7

DRUG SCREENING CONSENT AND MEDICAL INFORMATION RELEASE AUTHORIZATION

~.us
" " I socu,. ~¢~srrv NUasS;

,intain confidentiality of test results, will apply the following provisions:
The results of any test conduoted shall be given only to the al:~olir~lnt who was tested, the or the State Personnel Board (SPB) executive
officer, and cannot be revealed to any other party without the written authorization of the =~oficant except that for the purposes of administering
(a) SPB Rule 213.5, the executive officer shall reveal a failed drug test to other Stste ~:¢ointing powers who administer an examination for
which drug testing is required for which the individual is an applicant; or (b) Rule 213.6, the executive officer may reveal a failed drug test and
other relevant information to the board and staff authorized to investigate an(I/or hear appeals.

The results of any test conducted shall not be used in any adverse action proceedings.

The information disclosed by the applicant shall be examined only by and only if the applicant has a positive confirmatory drug test, except
that for pu~oosas of administering SPB Rule 213.6. this information may be examined by the board and staff authorized to investigate and/
Or hear appeals.

In order for ti~e Medical Department to make the proper analysis of your specimen, please answer the following questions.

~’:.;::::~:~:~:!!!~;~!!!i!!i~ii~ii::~!~i:ii!~zi;i;~:::ii:!~iii:!~ii~i~i!~i~i~i~ii~ii!~iii~:~;!~~i~i~{~i~i}i~ii~:i~i~ii!i~!~i~!~!~i~iii~i~ YESI NO

1. Have you taken any medication/drugs in the past two (2) weeks?

2. Are you taking medication prescnbad by a doctor?
Have you taken over-the-counter, non-prascnption medication (such as cokt tabtets, weight loss pills, pain medication)

3. in the past two (2) weeks?

4. Have you ingested alcohol in the past twenty-four (24) hours?
Have you used any controlled sui~stancas in the past thirty (30) days (this incJudes street drugs such as marijuana.
PCP. cocaine, am~taminas and narmtics)?

DRUG SCREENING CONSENT
I hereby consent and agree to give a sample of udne for drug screening as part of the employment physical. Results of the sc~asning shall be
provided to Personnel Department by MStwest/1B.P.L Laboratory. Further, I understand that if the confirmed test results are positive and
indicate the presence of drugs other than prescribed medic=ion, I wiU be d;sclUalified from being hired.

Um ~ ed~on= unfd ds~BmcL



COMMISSION ON PEACE OFFICER STANDARDS AND TRAINING

COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM REPORT
Agenda I~m Ti~ ~ee~ Da~

Department of Insurance -
Peace Officer Feasibility Study April 9, 1992

Bureau ~e~chad 8y

Management Counseling Michael C. DiMiceli Bob Keel
Executive Director Approval Data of Approval Date of Report

-Zz ,?7__ March 12, 1992
Purpose:

Financial Impact: [] Yes (See Analysis for details)
[] Dec~sien .equested [] InformatJ(wl Only [] Status Report I I No

In the space provided betow, briefly describe the ISSUE, BACKGROUND, ANALYSIS, and RECOMMENDATION. Use additional sheets if required.

ISSUE

Should the insurance investigator positions, assigned to the
Investigation Bureau, in the California Department of Insurance
be designated peace officers?

SCOPE OF THE STUDY

The scope of the study is limited to the 58 Insurance
Investigator positions assigned to the Bureau of Investigation
and the 5 Insurance Investigator positions assigned to the
Financial Analysis Section in the Department of Insurance.

Fraud Investigator ~ositions, assigned to the Bureau of
Fraudulent Claims’in the Department, are peace officers described
in Penal Code Section 830.3(i). These positions are not included
in this study.

BACKGROUND

The California Department of Insurance is a department of the
State of California. The Department licenses, regulates, and
audits the California insurance industry. In addition, the
Department conducts investigations to prevent and detect fraud
and assure that insurance companies and representatives are
legitimate, solvent, and meet the legal obligations to the
insured.

The Department includes an Enforcement Division, comprised of the
Bureau of Investigation and the Bureau of Fraudulent Claims. The
Bureau of Investigation operates from offices in Los Angeles,
Sacramento, San Diego, and San Francisco (headquarters).

Fifty-eight non-peace officer Insurgnce Investigator positions
are assigned to the Bureau of Investigation. The Bureau is
responsible to investigate fraud and misconduct complaints

POST 1-187 (Rev. 8/88)



against insurance companies and individuals; conduct regulatory
activities; and, conduct background investigations of applicants
for insurance licenses. Five investigators assigned to the
Financial Analysis Section conduct investigations of insurance
licensees who request changes of existing licenses. They also
gather intelligence information regarding insurance fraud and
monitor the conduct of some licensees.

The Bureau of Fraudulent Claims includes 56 peace officer Fraud
Investigator positions which are described in Penal Code Section
830.3(i). These positions are required by law to focus 
potential criminal violations of Insurance Code Section 1871.1
which inv6ive fraudulent claims against automo~fle~worker~’
compensation, and health insurance.

Insurance Commissioner John Garamendi recently reorganize~ the
Enforcement Division to place both investigative units within one
division, responsibl~ to the same division manager. He has
articulated an increasingly important role within the Department
for investigative and enforcement activities.

METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY

POST staff interviewed Insurance Commissioner Garamendi, the
chief of the Enforcement Branch and the chief of the Enforcement
Division, the two bureau managers, and selected supervisors and
investigators in the Bureau of Investigation.

Staff visited offices in San Francisco, Los Angeles, and
Sacramento. In addition, operating policies and procedures,

statistical data, the Department annual report, and case files
were reviewed.

ANALYSIS OF STUDY DATA

The review of active cases for investigation for 1991 revealed
approximately 5,000 case numbers issued. The case control system
in the Bureau of Investigation assigns a case number to each
¯ individual and company that is involved in the investigation. A

case number, therefore, does not identify a unique, specific
investigation. Discussions with the manager of the Bureau of
Investigation produced the estimate that the 5,000 case numbers
represent approximately 1,250 separate cases opened for
investigation.

Using 1,250 cases as a base, staff reviewed 282 (23%) individual
active cases, covering a eight month period from June 1991
through February 1992.

o 46 (16%) of the sample cases were initially classified
as including potentfal criminal violations;
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o 107 (38%) of the sample cases were initially classified
as including potential criminal violations with
administrative disposition;

o 128 (45%) of the sample cases were initially classified
as non-criminal administrative, regulatory, or
background investigations matters;

o Ten (3.5%) of the sample cases were referred for
prosecution;

o

o

Eight search warrants were issued and served; and,

Eight arrest warrants were issued and served.

Approximately 7% (138) of 1,970 cases closed during 1991 were
also reviewed. The disposition of those cases approximates the
disposition of open cases described above.

The review of investigative cases was complicated because the
bureau does not collect case disposition data; does not collect
criminal prosecution data related to individual cases; nor, use a
case control system that identifies individual cases and the
classification and disposition of each.

The case review determined that nearly all of the individuals who
are the subject of these investigations are persons directly
associated with the insurance industry who do not have a criminal
background.

Staff determined that peace officer assistance required by the
insurance investigators to serve arrest and search warrants is
provided, upon request, by local law enforcement agencies. The
peace officer investigators assigned to the Bureau of Fraudulent
Claims do not normally assist in investigations outside the
bureau.

The interviews, data collection, and case review did not identify
any incidents of assault or violent confrontation involving the
positions which are the focus of this study.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION

conclusion

After the review and analysis of the current and proposed duties
and responsibilities, the field law enforcement responsibilities,
and workload of the insurance investigator positions which are
the focus of this study, staff conclude:

3



o the non-peace officer investigatorsperform functions
that are integral to the effective operation of the
Department and consistent with the direction of the
Commissioner;

o the current and proposed duties and responsibilities of
the insurance investigator positions assigned to the
Investigation Bureau do not regularly nor frequently
require peace officer authority; and,

o peace officer positions, described in Penal Code
Section 830.3(i), already exist within the Department
and are assigned to the Bureau of Fraudulent Claims~

Whenever peace officer authority is required in an
tig ig ^==~~-- ~ .........inves ahion ass ned to a non-peace u~Lx~=~ ±,,~uL~**~

investigator, that authority and assistance should be
available from the existing peace officer positions
within the Department.

Accordingly, the designation within the same agency of two
different categories of peace officers, with the same powers and
authority but somewhat different responsibilities, appears to be
unnecessary.

Finally, staff concludes the insurance investigator position
should not be designated as a peace officer. If the peace
officer authority of the fraud investigator positions within the
Department is not available to assist the insurance
investigators, an alternative may be considered.

The Department may consider legislative action go add the
insurance investigator positions to Penal Code Section 830.11.
Section 830.11 grants peace officer authority to arrest, serve
search warrants, and receive criminal offender record information
to specified positions, with the limited scope of employment, but
does not designate those positions as peace officers.

Recommendation

If the Commission concurs, direct the Executive Director to
submit the completed feasibility report, including the
recommendation, to the Legislature and the California Department
of Insurance.
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COMMISSK3N ON PEACE OFFICER STANDARDS AND TRAINING

~A~end~ms~for Approval to Amend Contract

’ COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM REPORT

for Driver Training IVD Courseware

~IJTORU

Training Program Svs. Ken O’Brien

Oa,*e of ApprovalExecutive Director Approval

W
.j

Purpese:

F-~ Decision Requested

~Oate

April 9, 1992
Rese~ By /~

March 16, 1992

Finarclal tmpact: [] Yes (See Analys=s for details)

[] No

In~es~prov~d ~ie~des~i~le~SSUE~BACKGR~UND~ANALY~s~REC~MMENDA~N~Useadditi~na~=ifr~md~

ISSUE

Should the Commission authorize the Executive Director to amend the
contract for the Law Enforcement Driver Training interactive courseware
to include necessary funds to complete identified modifications to the
courseware?

BACKGROUND

The Commission has contracted General Physics of Columbia, Maryland to
develop courseware for the Law Enforcement Driver Training program, and
to deliver fifty (50) sets of the accepted courseware to POST at a cost
of $388,565.

Parts of the courseware were reviewed by the Commission and the Advisory
Committee at the January, 1992 meetings. A lengthy beta test was
completed at the San Bernardino County Sheriff’s Department on February
3-7, 1992. There were a number of presentations made on the courseware
to pre-service and in-service personnel. Evaluations of the finished
courseware were conducted by the subject matter experts involved in the
development of the courseware. This was the first time that POST staff
and the subject matter experts had the opportunity to review the entire
courseware.

Based upon a review by a variety of groups that participated in the beta
testing of the courseware, it was determined that the subject matter
experts would require an additional review of areas that appeared to
require modification.

ANALYSIS

Based upon evaluations made of the courseware, the subject matter review
committee, the contractor staff, and POST staff will meet in Sacramento
on March 24-26, 1992. The entire courseware will be evaluated in
detail. Based upon the results of that final evaluation, General
Physics and POST staffs will meet and discuss any necessary or
appropriate modifications. Those modifications falling within the scope
of the contract will be done by the contractor prior to the Commission
accepting the courseware. Several modifications have already been
completed.
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Any necessary and appropriate modifications identified as being outside
the scope of the contract will be individually evaluated and costs
associated with completing any modifications will be identified. The
costs associated with the courseware modifications generally involve
progra/m~ing or graphics generation labor costs. Also, additional sets
of courseware at a substantial reduction in costs will be evaluated and
may be included in any proposed contract modification.

Many of the suggested modifications have fallen within the scope of the
contract work, and have already been changed by the contractor. It is
crucial to the integrity of this courseware that anything that is
instructionally unsound be corrected, and the courseware result in the
Commissions best effort to produce ~quality program_ - -

RECOMMENDATION

Approve necessary or appropriate modifications and costs as identified
at the March 27, 1992 meeting, to enable the completion of the Law
EnforCement Driver Training interactive courseware.
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COMMISSI<~!Y ON PEACE OFI::ICER STANDARDS AND [RAINING

COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM REPORT
Aqencta Item Title
Field Survey Regarding Fiscal Year 92/93
Expenditures

k~ur e.’~u
]Review~.~l B},

Standards and Evaluation

Researched By
" k._

John Berner~ ~ ~k"
Date of Report i)5xucutive Director Approval

,"

Da:e of Approval

~r

March 24, 1992
Purpose:- " - -

I
I Financial Impact: [] Yes (See Analysis |or details)

[] Decision Requested [] ,.formation Only [--~ Status Report
i L~ No

In the space provided below, briefly describe the ISSUE, BACKGROUND, ANALYSIS, and RECOMMENDATION. Use additional sheets if required.

ISSUE

Should the Commission conduct a statewide survey to determine the
preferences of law enforcement with respect to the expenditure of
fiscal year 92/93 POTF revenues?

BACKGROUND

When the Commission acted last November to suspend salary
reimbursement, it did so in the~hope that the decline in POTF revenues
would be temporary. Fiscal year 92/93 POTF revenues are projected to
approximate those of 1990/91. Given current uncertainties, it seems
)rudent to plan for the possibility that actual revenues and may fall
far short of this level. In light of these circumstances, it is
proposed that a survey be conducted to learn the views of law
enforcement concerning the most appropriate use of POTF revenues during
fiscal year 92/93.

ANALYSIS

A draft survey questionnaire which has been prepared for this purpose
is attached. An earlier draft of the questionnaire was reviewed by the
Finance Committee on March 23. The Finance Committee will review the
current draft at its scheduled April 8 meeting.

It is proposed that the questionnaire be distributed to three major
groups: (i) chief administrators from agencies in the POST
reimbursable program, (2) leaders of local rank-and-file associations
from the same agencies, and (3) the leaders of various statewide law
enforcement associations.

If approved by the Commission, results of the survey will be available
for review at the July Commission meeting.

RECOMMENDATION

FAuthorize staff to conduct the proposed statewide survey to assess the
preferences of California law enforcement with regard to the
expenditure of fiscal year 1992/93 POTF revenues.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA PETE WILSON, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

COMMISSION ON PEACE OFFICER STANDARDS AND TRAINING

II) O’R LH "c%OU?0v7o%
GENERAL INFORMATION
(916)739-5328
EXECUTIVE OFFICE
(916) 739-3864
BUREAUS
Administrative Services
(9161 739-5354
Center for Leadership
Development
(916) 739-2093
Compliance and Certificates
(916) 739-5377
Information Services
(916) 739-5340
Management Counseling
(916) 739-3868
Standards and Evaluation
(916) 739-3872
Training Delivery Services
(916) 739-5394
Training Program Services
(916) 739-5372
Course Control
(916) 739-5399
Professtona/ Certificates
(916) 739-5391
Retmbursements
(916) 739-5357
Resource Library
(916) 739-5353

April 13, 1992

Dear:

DANIEL E. LUNGREN, Attorney Genera(

@

As you know, recent legislation changed the penalty
assessment system and added the State General Fund as a
recipient. These changes and other factors have led to
a serious shortfall in POST revenues. Earlier this
year the POST Commission suspended salary reimbursement
to accommodate this shortfall. Even though revenues
are still down, some salary money may be available this
year because training volumes have dropped off.

POST is now approaching fiscal year 1992/93. The
Governor’s proposed budget supports a $42.9 million
budget and a $3.1 million supplement from forfeiture
money. However, the budget has not yet been approved
by the Legislature, and even if approved as proposed,
actual revenues may be less than projected.

If POST is faced with a legislatively reduced budget
for the upcoming year, or if revenues fall short of
projection, the Commission will need to choose among
the following options:

Suspend or reduce reimbursement (e.g.,
salary, travel, per diem, tuition, or some
combination thereof); or

, Suspend or reduce some portion of POST’s
existing training programs or services ; or

3. Some combination of the two.

The Commission recognizes that law enforcement agencies
and organizations are working to encourage legislative
support of POST’s 1992/93 budget and corrective changes



to the State Penalty Fund. However, to prepare for all
contingencies, the Commission needs to begin
formulating and considering alternatives now.

Because these decisions will affect all of us, it is
important that the Commission know the thoughts of the
law enforcement community concerning the most
appropriate use of POST revenues during this time of
decreasing resources. The enclosed survey
questionnaire has been developed for this purpose.

To provide the Commission with the survey results in a
timely manner__we ask that you personally complete t~e
questionnaire and return it in the enclosed envelope no
later than Friday, May 1. Individual responses will be
kept confidential.

If you have any questions about the questionnaire,
please call the Standards and Evaluation Services
Bureau at (916) 739-3872.

Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

NORMAN C. BOEHM
Executive Director

Enclosures



POST 1992 FIELD SURVEY

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Department:

Title/Rank: Chief
Marshal
Captain

Sergeant
Officer

Deputy Marshal

Do Not Write In This Space

Time Jn current position:

Sheriff
D.A. Chief Investigator
Lieutenant

Investigator
Deputy Sheriff
Other (Specify):

__.years months

Experience as a California peace officer: _~_years months

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE SURVEY

Listed on the following pages are a series of options currently being considered by the
Commission in light of the possibility that current POTF revenue shortfalls may
continue into the next fiscal year. Please indicate the extent to which you favor or
oppose each option by using the rating scale which appears at the top of each page.
Record your ratings in the boxes provided. Your responses will be kept confidential.

The enclosed insert describes how POTF funds were distributed in fiscal year 90/91
(the last full year for which figures are available). Reference to this information may
prove useful when making your ratings.

Please return your completed questionnaire in the enclosed envelope no later than
Friday, May 1, 1992.

Thank you for your assistance.
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Response Scale

Strongly Oppose Oppose Unsure/No Opinion Favor Strongly Favor
1 2 3 4 5

Assuming that the revenue shortfall continues through fiscal year 1992/93, to what extent
would you favor or oppose each of the following actions?

Maintaining current reimbursement practices (i.e., making no changes to the
reimbursement system, with the amount of salary reimbursement, if any,
contingent upon revenues remaining after reimbursement for all other expenses).

½

Reducing all categories of reimbursement bya like percentage, rathe~than
reducing salary reimbursement rate alone.

Reducing all categories of reimbursement for optional training in order to
maximize reimbursement levels for mandated training (i.e., Basic Course,
Advanced Officer Course, Supervisory Course, Management Course, and
statutory requirements).

II

Eliminating all categories of reimbursement for optional training in order to
maximize reimbursement levels for mandated training D
Increasing revenues available for all categories of reimbursement by:

Reducing expenditures for delivery of specific training programs (e.g., Institute
of Criminal Investigations, Supervisory Leadership Institute, Command
College, satellite training).

D

Comments:

Reducing administrative costs by cutting back on services (e.g., Area 
Consultant services, selection and training standards development, selection
and training testing programs, training development activities, course
certification activities, management consulting services, training program evaluation
activities).

Comments:



Response Scale

Strongly Oppose
1

Oppose Unsure/No Opinion Favor Strongly Favor
2 3 4 5

Assuming that the revenue shortfall continues through fiscal year 1992/93, to what extent
would you favor or oppose increasing salary reimbursement by:1

Reducing reimbursement for training tuition costs. D

Eliminating reimbursement for training tuition costs. I~]

Note: Total FY 90/91 reimbursement for tuition was $5,641,000~-; with approximately
56% going to technical skills and knowledge training; 19% to basic training; 6% to
mandated management training; and 19% to other non-mandated training.

Reducing subsistence reimbursement. [~

Eliminating subsistence reimbursement. [~

Note: Total FY 90/91 subsistence reimbursement was $9,138,000; with approximately
58% going to technical skills and knowledge/training; 16% to basic training; 10% to
mandated advanced officer, supervisory, and management training; and 16% to other
non-mandated training.

Reducing travel reimbursement.
D

Eliminating travel reimbursement.
["--]

Note: Total FY 90/91 reimbursement for travel was $3,398,000; with approximately 51%
going to technical skills and knowledge training; 20% to basic training; 15% to
mandated advanced officer, supervisory, and management training; and 14% to other
non-mandated training.

Reducing reimbursement for commuter meals.
D

Eliminating reimbursement for commuter meals.
I--7

Note: Total FY 90/91 reimbursement for commuter meals was $1,383,000, with
approximately 60% going to basic training; 20% to technical skills and knowledge
training; 19% to mandated advanced officer, supervisory, and management training;
and 1% to other non-mandated training.

1Salary reimbursement is currently provided for mandated courses. Salary reimbursement rate is
increased approximately 2% for every additional $1,000,000 in revenues.

2Includes tuition costs (i.e., presentation costs) paid via training contracts.

3



Response Scale

Strongly Oppose Oppose Unsure/No Opinion Favor Strongly Favor
1 2 3 4 5

Assuming that the revenue shortfall continues through fiscal year 1992/93, to what extent
would you favor or oppose increasing salary reimbursement by:

Providing travel and subsistence reimbursement only for training received at
the closest available site (i.e., withholding reimbursement when an individual
could have attended the same course at a location closer to the individual’s
agency).

Comments:

Reducing the number of POST-certified courses of non-mandated training,
thereby reducing the number of training events for which all categories of
reimbursement would be available.

Comments:

N

For those persons who are subject to the continuing professional training
requirement (i.e., persons below the rank of first-level middle management),
placing a limit on the number of hours of training reimbursed each year for
attendance at non-mandated courses. (For example, 12 hours each year,
consistent with the requirement that all such persons receive at least 24 hours
of training every two years.)

N

Comments:

Please describe any fundamental changes you would like to see in the way POTF revenues
are allocated to support law enforcement training.

In the space remaining, please describe any specific actions or general directions you
believe the Commission should be taking with regard to POST programs and services
during the coming years.

Thank you for completing the survey.

4



Historically, approximately 75% of revenues into the POTF have been used to reimburse local agencies for
training, with the remaining 25% of the revenues used to contract directly for the delivery of training
(approximately 8%) and for general staff support to administer all POST programs (approximately 17%).
During fiscal year 1990/91, the last full year for which figures are available, total reimbursements by
reimbursement category were as shown in Table 1 below. Final salary reimbursement rates were 25% for the
Basic Course and 35% for all other salary reimbursable courses:

Table 1
Amount end Percent of Total

Reimbursements by Reimbursement Category
(Fiscal Year 1990/91)

Reimbursement Category Amount Reimbursed Percent of Total

Salary $14,138,000 44%

Residence Subsistence 9,138,000 29%

Tuition 4,236,000 13%

Travel 3,398,000 10%

Commuter Meal Allowance 1,383,000 4%

TOTAL $32,293,000 100%

Table 2 shows how the total amount reimbursed was distributed among the major categories of training.

Table 2
Amount and Percent of Total Reimbursements

by Major Training Categories
(Fiscal Year 1990/91)

Training Category Amount Percent
Reimbursed of Total

Basic Course* $12,783,000 4O%
Technical Skills & Knowledge Courses 9,939,000 31%
AO Course (Mandated)* 4,621,000 14%
Supervisory Seminars & Courses 1,157,000 3%
Supervisory Course (Mandated)* 1,145,000 3%
Management Seminars & Courses 1,075,000 3%
Management Courses (Mandated)* 567,000 2%
Other Salary Courses 499,000 2%
Executive Development 353,000 1%
Team Building Workshops 241,000 <1%
POST Special Seminars 216,000 <1%
Executive Seminars & Courses 73,000 <1%
Approved Courses 12,000 <1%
Field Management Training 11,000 <1%

TOTAL $32,293,000 100%
’Eligible for salary reimbursement
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FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING
April 8, 1992 - 8:00 A.M.

Red Lion Hotel
Sonoma Room

7450 Hazard Center Drive
San Diego, CA 92108

(619) 297-5466

CALL TO ORDER

Members of the Committee: Robert Wasserman, Chairman,
Commissioners Hunt, Lowenberg, Montenegro, and Rutledge

Third Quarter 1991/92 Financial Report

Quarterly financial reports are provided to show the fiscal
status of the Commission’s reimbursement program. The
report summarizes revenue receipts, training volumes, and
reimbursement expenditures during the fiscal year. Data
contained in the reports are reviewed by the Finance
Committee to assess resources available in considering
program modifications. Inasmuch as data required to prepare
the report is not available until the end of the fiscal
quarter, the report will be provided at the meeting.

Reinstatement of Salary Reimbursement

To date the training volume, reimbursement, and revenue
receipts suggest that sufficient resources may be available
to resume some level of salary reimbursement retroactive to
November i, 1991. This possibility was discussed at the
March 23 Finance Committee meeting in Orange County. Third
quarter revenue and expenditure data contained in the
Financial Report and a projection of the training volume for
the remainder of the year will be available for further
review and discussion, and provide the basis for a
recommendation to the Commission.

Field Reimbursement Survey

At the March 23 meeting, the Committee was provided a draft
Field Survey designed to solicit input from law enforcment
agencies and associations regarding their views on
prioritizing training and reimbursments. After review and
discussion, several suggestions were made to modify the
survey instruments. The Committee requested that the final
isnturment be again reviewed prior to a recommendation to
the Commission.

Approval of Contracts

The Finance Committee met on January 22, 1992 and
recommended that the Commission authorize the Executive
Director to negotiate a number of contracts. The Commission



accepted the Finance Committee recommendations. The
contracts have been negotiated and are back before the
Finance Committee for review at this meeting. Among the
Committee’s purposes is formulation of recommendations on
these contracts for FY 1992/93 to be presented for approval
and authorization to sign at the Commission meeting. An
overview of each of the contracts is under this tab.

F. ADJOURNMENT

2



State of California Department of Justi=e

" EMO RANDUM

To : POST Commissioners Date: March 26, 1992

From

Subject :

Robert Wasserman, Chairman
Finance Committee
COMMISSION ON PEACE OFFICER TRAINING AND STANDARDS

MINUTES OF FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING - MARCH 23, 1992
SHERATON NEWPORTER - ORANGE COUNTY

The Finance Committee met on Monday, March 23 in Orange
County. Present were Chairman Robert Wasserman and
Commissioners Lowenberg, and Rutledge. Absent were
Commissioners Hunt and Montenegro.

Guests Present:

Bob Berry, San Francisco Police ¯Department
Barbara Harrison, San Diego Police Department
Greg Kyritsis, San Bernardino County Sheriff’s Dept.
Carly D. Mitchell, Rio Hondo Community ColIege/CADA
Frank Patino, Rio Hondo Community College/CADA
Tom Sams, Los Angeles Sheriff’s Department
Steven Selby, Los Angeles Sheriff’s Department

Staff Present:

Norman C. Boehm, Executive Director
Glen Fine
Tom Liddicoat
Otto Saltenberger
Vera Roff, Secretary

The following items were discussed:

Status of Revenue and Reimbursements

The committee reviewed the status of current revenue
receipts and training reimbursements. At this time,
projections indicate that there may be sufficient revenue
for the Commission to consider reinstatement of salary
reimbursement at some level this year at its April meeting.

Status Report on the Efforts to Restore POST Revenue

The Committee was provided a status report on the efforts
underway to restore POST revenue. The work with OCJP and
STC and others to develop proposed legislation was
discussed, along with the fact that unfortunately the



efforts have not been successful. However, meetings with
the POST Chairman and leaders of CPCA, CSSA, CPOA, and
PORAC appear to have resulted in a proposal that $3.1
million from the asset forfeiture fund be added to the PoST
92/93 budget.

Traininq Reimbursement Alternatives

The Governor’s budget for next year contains a POST budget
of $42.9 million. This figure would be increased to $46 if
POST receives the $3.1 million in asset forfeitures. The
budget levels would provide either $9.3 or $12.4 million in
funds available for salary reimbursement next year.
To maintain the budget levels, however, requires sufficient
revenue receipts.

The Committee discussed the possibility of a continued
revenue shortfall and the advisability of soliciting input
from law enforcement agencies and associations regarding
their views on prioritizing training and reimbursements. A
survey instrument was reviewed and it was the Committee’s
consensus that it be finalized for presentation to the
Commission for action.

ADJOURNMENT - The Finance Committee will meet again on
April 8 prior to the Commission meeting. The purpose of
the meeting is to review third quarter revenue and
expenditures, and if possible to recommend reinstitution of
a salary reimbursement rate for FY 91/92. Also, the
Committee will review and make recommendations on contracts
contained in the Commission agenda.

2



COMMISSION ON PEACE OFFICER STANDARDS AND TRAINING

COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM REPORT

pgendalmm~Management Course TMee~gDam
Contracts for Fiscal Year 1992/93 ~ April 9, 1992

Bureau Researched By
Center for
Leadership Development Neil Zachary

ExecuOve Oirec=or Approval Date ol Report
I"x/

/F/7 z,#

March 9, 1992
Purpose:

Financzal Impact: ~ Yes (See Analysis for delaJls)r--No

In b"ze space provk~ed below, briefly describe ff’*e ISSUE, BACKGROUND, ANALYSIS, and RECOMMENDATION. Use additional sheets if required.

ISSUE

The~Management Course contracts for fiscal year 1992/93 are presented to
the Commission for review and approval. Total maximum cost is $327,448
for 22 presentations.

BACKGROUND

Staff has contacted each coordinator representing the five contract
presenters for the Management Course. A need has been identified for 22
contract course presentations during fiscal year 1992/93 which is the
same number of presentations that we made in fiscal year 1991/92.

ANALYSIS

Course costs are consistent with POST guidelines. Required learning
goals are being satisfactorily presented by each contractor. The fiscal
year 1992/93 contract costs for presentations will not exceed a total of
$327,448. The following costs have been agreed to by the presenters:

california State University - Long Beach
Beach Foundation: 5 presentations $79,895.

California State University - Northridge
Foundation: 4 presentations $48,156.

Humboldt State University:
4 presentations $62,396.

San Diego Regional Training Center:
5 presentations $81,445.

San Jose State University Foundation:
4 presentations $55,556~

Total cost of the contracts for fiscal year 1991/92 was $330,783 for 22
presentations. This 1 percent decrease in contract costs for 1992/93
covers modest decreased costs for instructors, site, travel, and
materials. A minimum of 440 law enforcement middle managers will attend
the 22 presentations during fiscal year 1992/93.

POST 1-187 (Rev. 8/88)



RECOMMENDATION

Authorize the Executive Director to enter into contract agreements with
the five contractors to present 22 presentations of the Management Course
during fiscal year 1992/93 not to exceed total contract costs of
$327,448.



COMMISSION ON PEACE OFFICER STANDARDS AND TRAINING

COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM REPORT
%gendal~n~ M~ngDa~

Command College, Executive Training, and
Executive Development Course Contract FY 1992/93 April 9, 1992

Bureau Resemched By
Center for
Leadership Development Beverley Short

Execu~ve Director Approval Da~ofReport

March 10, 1992
Purpo~G: ¯

Financial Impact: [] Yes (See Analysis for del~dls)
[] o.s= [] 11 No

In the space provided be4ow, ~lefly descdbe the ISSUE, BACKGROUND, ANALYSIS, and RECOMMENDATION. Use additional sheets If required.

ISSUE

The%Command College and Executive Training Contract in the amount of
$445,731 for fiscal year 1992/93 is presented to the Commission for
review and approval. Inclusion of the Executive Development Course in
the amount of $116,435 brings the total maximum cost to $562,166.

BACKGROUND

Thirteen classes have now graduated from the Command College. Four
classes are continually in session. Class 18 will begin July 19, 1992.
A total of 21 workshops are scheduled for presentation during the 1992/9~
fiscal year.

The contract will provide the necessary support to present the 21 Command
College workshops which include site, materials, facilitators, continuous
development and faculty costs. In addition, funds will be used for
Independent Study Project Committee meetings, academic advisors, and
project grading; grading of intersession (homework) assignments; training
of academic advisors; continuous redesign of workshops and keeping
instruction current with case studies, writing special study briefs,
etc.; selection and orientation of new instructors; and completion of
semi-annual assessment centers for the selection of students.

The contract also includes funds for the development and presentation of
training seminars for sheriffs, chiefs of police, and senior managers.

The California State Polytechnic University, Pomona, has been under
contract to present the Executive Development Course since October 1979.
However, in late February 1992, Cal-Poly officials notified POST that
they would not be renewing POST training contracts for fiscal year
1992-93.

ANALYSIS

The two-year Command College continuer to receive widespread support from
law enforcement. Its national and international recognition continues
also as evidenced by the establishment of a Command College Independent
Study Project library at the F.B.I. National Academy and over 3,700
requests for study projects since 1987.

PO6T 1-187 (Rev. 8/88)



Chiefs and sheriffs continually request management and executive training
seminars on a variety of contemporary issues. New seminars were
developed in fiscal year 1991/92 in response to training needs for
contract city commanders, narcotics function administration, large city
commanders, and the second-in-command for small agencies. These seminars
are part of our on-going training for executive and management personnel.

The total Command College and executive training contract for 1992/93 is
$445,731, a 1.7 percent decrease from the 1991/92 contract of $453,618.
This is due in part to moving the program from Cal Poly to another less
costly facility.

The Executive Development Course contract for fiscal year 1991-92
totalled $121,555 for five presentations. By including the Executive
Development Course costs in the San Diego contract and POST assuming the
role of_ presenter, the indirect costs can be reduced from the 15 percent
currently charged to i0 percent charged by San Diego.

The total contract cost for five presentations of the Executive
Development Course for fiscal year 1992/93 under the San Diego contract
is $116,435, a 4.2 percent decrease, which covers costs for instructors,
coordination, facilities, and materials as allowed by tuition guidelines.

The combined total contract maximum cost for the Command College,
management and executive training seminars, and the Executive Development
Course is $562,166.

RECOMMENDATION

Authorize the Executive Director to enter into a contract with the San
Diego Regional Training Center to provide support for the Command
College, management and executive training seminars, and Executive
Development Course at a maximum cost of $562,166 for fiscal year 1992/93.



17

2 .

3 o

4 .

5 ,

6.

7 .

8.

9 ¯

The Contractor agrees to provide for the Commission on Peace
Officer Standards and Training (POST) faculty, facilitators,
management consultants, materials and training sites for
seminars, workshops, and development of courses as described
in Attachment A (Description of Services and Budget) pages
1-3, which by reference is incorporated and made a part of
this agreement¯ The Contractor and POST will identify the
above; however, final selection will be made by POST.

The total amount of this agreement shall not exceed
$562,166. Indirect costs for general administration of the
agreement by the Contractor shall not exceed ten percent
(10%) of the total direct costs of $511,060.

Compensation for services to POST pertaining to this
agreement shall include consultant/faculty fees and
reimbursement for travel and per diem (at rates set in
accordance with the State Administrative Manual, Section
1243)¯ Individual fees and consulting service contracts
require prior POST approval before any funds are expended.

Invoices for payment shall be submitted, to the attention of
the project coordinator, Commission on POST, 1601 Alhambra
Boulevard, Sacramento, CA 95816-7083. The Contractor is
entitled to recover actual costs only. With prior POST
approval, individual line item costs shown on Attachment A
may be exceeded by no more than ten percent (10%) without
requiring a contract amendment, providing funds are
available within the total agreement amount.

The project coordinator at POST is Beverley Short.

The term of this agreement shall be July i, 1992 through
June 30, 1993 except that either party may cancel the
agreement upon thirty (30) days prior written notice.

This agreement may be amended by mutual written consent.

By signing this agreement, the Contractor swears under
penalty of perjury that no more than one final unappealable
finding of contempt of court by a Federal Court has been
issued against the Contractor within the immediately
preceding two-year period because of the Contractor’s
failure to comply with an order of a Federal Court which
orders the Contractor to comply with an order of the
National Labor Relations Board (Public contract Code Section
10296).

Attachment B (Nondiscrimination Clause) is by reference
incorporated and made a part of this agreement.



10.

ii.

12.

13.

14.

This agreement is valid and enforceable only if sufficient
funds are made available by the Budget Act of 1992 for the
Fiscal Year 1992-93, for the purposes of this program. In
addition, this agreement is subject to any additional
restrictions, limitations, or conditions enacted by the
Legislature and contained in the Budget Act or any other
statute which may affect the provisions, terms, or funding
of thisagreementin any manner.

Except as otherwise provided in this agreement, any dispute
concerning a question of fact arising under this agreement
which is not disposed of by compromise shall be decided by
POST, who shall reduce its decision in writing and mail or
otherwise furnish a copy thereof to the Contractor. The
Contractor has fifteen (15) calendar days after receipt 
such a decision to submit a written protest to POST
specifying in detail in what particulars the agreement
requirements were exceeded. Failure to submit such a
protest within the period specified shall constitute a
waiver of any and all right to adjustment in agreement terms
and POST’s decision shall be final and conclusive. Pending
final decision of a dispute hereunder, the Contractor shall
proceed diligently with the performance of this agreement,
upon receipt of written order from POST to do so.

The Contractor shall maintain books, records, documents, and
other evidence pertaining to the reimbursable costs of this
agreement and hold them available for examination and audit
by the State (e.g., the Auditor General) for a period 
three years after final payment under this agreement
(Government Code Section 10532).

In accordance with provisions of the State Administrative
Manual, Section 1218, the Contractor’s performance under
this agreement will be evaluated. The evaluation will be
prepared by POST within 30 days after completion of the
agreement.

The Contractor shall give priority consideration in filling
vacancies in positions funded by this agreement to qualified
recipients of aid under Chapter 2 commencing with Section
11200 of the Welfare and Institutions Code, in accordance
with Article 3.9 commencing with Section 11349 of the
welfare and Institutions Code. (Public Contract Code
Section 10353.)



San Diego Regional Training Center
92-011-01

Attachment A

,

SAN DIEGO REGIONAL TRAINING CENTER

DESCRIPTION OF SERVICES AND BUDGET

Contractor will provide Command College workshops, faculty,
facilitators, training sites, student independent study
advisors, faculty intersession project graders, independent
study project faculty reviewers and graders, and continuous
development costs for executive training programs and
Command College, Classes 15 through 20. There are twenty-
one (21) workshops scheduled for the Command College between
July i, 1992 and June 30, 1993.

A. Command College Workshops

posts

Defining the Future
Class 18, July 19-24, 1992
Class 19, January 31-February 5,
Class 20, May 23-28, 1993
$7,500 x 3 =

1993

$ 22,500

Human Resources Management I
Class 18, October 19-23, 1992
Class 19, April 26-30, 1993
$7,300 x 2 = 14,600

Human Resources Management II
Class 17, July 6-10, 1992

Class 18, December 14-18, 1992
Class 19, June 28-July 2, 1993
$7,000 x 3 = 21,000

Hi-Technology and Entrepreneurial
Class 17, August 31-September 4,
Class 18, February 22-26, 1993
$6,000 x 2 =

1992

12,000

Futures Forecasting and Analysis
Class 17, October 26-30, 1992
Class 18, April 19-23, 1993
$7,800 x 2 = 15,600

Strategic Planning
Class 17, January 25-29,
$6,700 x 1 =

1993

6,700



San Diego Regional Training Center
92-011-01

Attachment A

Strategic Decision Making and Transition Mgmt.
Class 16, August 24-28, 1992
Class 17, April 12-16 1993
$8,500 x 2 =

Independent Study Methodology
Class 16, November 17-19,1992
Class 17, June 22-24, 1993
$4,000 x 2 =

17,000

8,000

Independent Study Project Proposal Review
Class 15, August 12-13, 1992
Class 16, January 20-21, 1993
$2,500 x 2 = 5,000

Project Presentations and Futures Seminar
Class 15, January 11-15, 1993
Class 16, January 7-11, 1993
$2,780 x 2 = 5,560

SUB-TOTAL $127.960

B,

C.

D.

E,

m.

G.

S.

I.

Conference Site Facilities (Cal-Poly)
21 x $i,000 per workshops 21,000

Independent Study Project Final Grading
Class 15 and 16 13,000

Assessment Center
2 Command College Assessment Centers
@ ii,000
Monitor Validity Study @ $2,500 22,000

Independent Study Project Advisors
Up to 20 hours per student $40 per hour
Classes 15 and 16 35,200

Faculty Graders for Intersession papers (homework)
For classes 16 through 19 12,000

Redesign, upgrade instruction, develop new case
studies, new instructor material development,
continuous course development 35,350

Training for Independent Study Project Advisors
(annual)

Lead Faculty Meetings 2 @ $5,000

i0,000

i0,000

SUB-TOTAL $158.550



San Diego Regional Training Center
92-011-01

¯

¯

Development and presentation of two-to-four day
executive seminars for chiefs, sheriffs, and
senior managers

45 seminars x $2,500
(Includes Grads Update @ $6,200) .....

Presentation of the five Executive Development
Courses

5 courses x $21,170

Attachment A

118,700

105,850

TOTAL

INDIRECT COSTS @ 10%

CONTRACT TOTAL

$511,060

51,106

$562.166



COMMISSION ON PEACE OFFICER STANDARDS AND TRAINING

COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM REPORT
~genda tom ~ TMeeb~ Date

Supervisory Leadership Contract
Fiscal Year 1992/93

I
| April 9, 1992

Bureau Researched By
Center for
Leadership Development Tom Hood

Executive Director Aplxoval ....__o, Ao.ov-’ :J .. U Date of Report

Purpose:
- February 25, 1992

Financial Impact: [] Yes (See Analysis for details)
[] Decision Requested [] Information Only [] Status Repot1 No

In I~e space provided below, briefly describe the ISSUE, BACKGROUND, ANALYSIS, and RECOMMENDATION. Use addilJonal sheels if required.

ISSUE

TheSSupervisory Leadership Institute contract for fiscal year 1992/93 is
presented to the Commission for review and final approval. The total
maximum cost is $403,873.

BACKGROUND

The Commission expanded the Supervisory Leadership Institute from four
classes to six classes in fiscal year 1990/91. The cost for six classes
in fiscal year 1991/92 was $391,684. Classes 8 through 13 completed the
program and classes 14 through 19 began the eight-month program in 1991.
Each class of the Institute is eight months in length with eight
three-day workshops presented at monthly intervals.

The fiscal year 1992/93 contract in the amount of $403,873 again provide~
for six classes to run throughout the year.

ANALYSIS

The Supervisory Leadership Institute continues to receive widespread
support from law enforcement. The number of applications, awaiting class
assignment, is over four hundred. Applications continue to arrive
weekly. If other factors permitted, a case could be made for expanding
the number of presentations.

The six classes will continue to provide law enforcement with a cadre of
first line supervisors who have an opportunity to incorporate and
practice the qualities and principles of leadership within their
respective agencies.

During the transition from four classes to six classes in fiscal year
1990/91, two three-day workshops fell within that year and were not
included in the 1991/92 fiscal year contract. The three percent increase
in contract costs for fiscal year 1992/93 is attributable to the increase
of two three-day workshops over fiscal year 1991/92.

POST 1-187 (Rev. 8/88)



Authorize the Executive Director to enter into a contract with the CSU,
Long Beach Foundation to provide administrative services for the
Supervisory Leadership Institute. These services include instructors,
facility rental, coordination, instructor development, supplies and
equipment at a maximum costs of $403,873 for Ziscal year 1992/93.



R EQUEST ~ s=, o, c,,,om,.
De=,,,...,. o, J°.=.

CO NTRACT co..,.,o. ON ,.~CE OFF.:. STANOARO...O T,,.,.,.,
1601 Alhambra Boulevard

~¢;~=====~=~==~ ~~ Sacramento, CaJifomia 95816-7083

~°Fc°"TR*cT°~alifornia State University

ADDRESS OF CONTRACTOR (NO. ANO ,, ~U=l=l )
Lonq Bea,

1250 Bellflower Boulevard

TYPE OF REQUEST

[] NEW
91 -01 1 -1 3I-X] RENEWAL OF #

--] AMENDMENT OF #

?ER~OO COVERED

FROM TO

7/I /92

:h Foundatio~
cIw

Long Beach

TYPE OFCONTRACT

[-~STANDARD AGREEMENT

[--]INTERAGENCYAGREEMENT

TAXPAYER ~D OR SSA NO.

IZ.~=,
90.o

SOLE SOURCE/ADVERTISE"
"Attach Bid/Proposal Informa#on or

So/e Source Justifica~o~

[] REQUEST SOLESOURCE

--]ADVERTISE

[] NOT REQUIRED
AMOUNT OF CONTRACT

6/30/93 $ 403,873
DESCRIPTION OF WORK (Clear and complete ’statement of work, service, or product to be performed, rendered or provided)

,q,

JUSTIFICATION SECTION ON REVERSE

As Indicated hereon, I do~do not
want to review the contrmct before
It le lent to the contractor for
signature.

POST 1-238 (Front) (Rev. 10/91)

Ye._j No

[] []

[] []

(REQUESTER)

(BUREAU CHIEF)

(EXECUTIVE OFFICE)

(DATE)

(DATE)

(DAT~



COMMISSION ON PEACE OFFICER
STANDARDS AND TRAINING

SUPERVISORY LEADERSHIP INSTITUTE

PROPOSED BUDGET - FY 1992-93

SERVICES

Instruction

Sixteen Institutes, July i, 1992 - June 30, 1993 - 72

workshops (See Attachment A).

$50 per hour @ 2 instructors @ 24-hours = $2400
@ 72 workshops =

$10 per hour @ 1 instructor @ 24 hours = $240
@ 36 workshops =

Instructor Development Seminar - i0 instructors
@ 16 hours = 160 @ $30 =

Curriculum Development Seminar - l0 instructors
@ 16 hours = 160 @ $30 =

Clerical - 384 hours @ $I0 per hour =

CSU Coordinator - Off Site Coordination

three-day

$172,800

$8640

$4800

$4800

$3840

$1800

Printing/Reproduction - 87,823 pages @ $.07 per
page (avg. 52 pages per student per workshop) $6148

SUB-TOTAL $202,828

SUPPLIES

Twelve paperback books @ $I00 @ 250 students =

Notebooks @ $5.75 @ 250 students =

Certificates/Covers - $7.35 @ 250 Students =

Office Supplies - (Avg. $230 x 12 Months)

$25,000

$1438

$1838

$2800

SUB-TOTAL $31,076



EQUIPMENT/MAINTENANCE

Blank Video Tape - $5.00 each @ 150

Purchase/replacement of miscellaneous
and teaching aids (video tapes) 

Maintenance of audio/visualequipment

Students =

equipment

SUB-TOTAL

$750

$I000

$1280

93030

TRAVEL AND PER DIEM

CSU Coordinator Off-Site =

Instructor Travel - 72 Wo’rkshops @ $220 =

Instructor Per Diem - 3.5 days @ $ii0 = $385
@ 2 Instructors = $770 @ 72 Workshops =

Instructor Development Seminar Travel
I0 @ $150 (Average) 

Instructor Development Seminar Per Diem
i0 @ $90 @ 2 Days =

Curriculum Development Seminar Travel
i0 @ $150 (Average) 

Curriculum Development Seminar Per Diem
i0 @ $90 @ 2 Days =

$I000

$15,840

$55,400

$1500

$1800

$1500

$1800

SUB-TOTAL

MISCELLANEOUS

Facility Rental - $125 per day per 3-day
Workshop = $375 @ 72 Workshops =

Instructor Development Seminar Facility Rental
$175 per day @ 2 Days =

$27,000

$350

Curriculum Development Seminar Facility Rental
$175 per day @ 2 Days =

Mailing & Telephone @ $20 per student
@ 386 Students (Sixteen Institutes) 

$350

$7720



BUDGET SUMMARY

SERVICES

SUPPLIES

EQUIPMENT/MAINTENANCE

TRAVEL AND PER DIEM

MISCELLANEOUS

$202,828

$31,076

$3030 ......

$78,840

$35,420

SUB-TOTAL

INDIRECT COSTS

TOTAL

@ 15%

$351,194

$52,679

$403,873



COMMISSION ON PEACE OFFICER STANDARDS AND TRAINING

COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM REPORT
Agenda I=em "hUe

Department~ of Justice Contract
Mee,ngOate .. . ....

AprlJ. 9, 1992
for Fiscal. Year 19921.93

Bureau Rev~wed By Researcn~l By

Training Delivery Sv( :s. Ronald T. Allen Lou Madeira

Executive Director Aplwoval Date ot Approval

Puipose:
.....

Date of Report

March 13, 1992

FinanciaJ Impact [] Yes (See Anal~ for details)

[] Decision’Requested [] Infomm~o. C~nly [] Status Report U No
In file space provided below, briefly describe I~e ISSUE. BACKGROUND, ANALYSIS, and RECOMMENDATION. Use add~ s~ets if ~quimd.

ISSUES

~pproval of an Interagency Agreement (IAA) between POST and the
Department of Justice Advanced Training Center in the amount of
$928,109 to cover the cost of training delivery services for
Fiscal Year 92/93.

BACKGROUND

POST has contracted with the Department of Justice to present
certified courses since 1974. The amount of the agreement each
year has been based upon actual presentation costs to DOJ for
instruction, coordination, clerical support, supplies and travel.
Courses included in the contract are based on training needs
assessment information and agency feedback. Individual course
budgets are developed in accordance with existing certification
requirements.

ANALYSIS

The amount proposed this year, $928,109, represents a decrease of
$24,972, or approximately 2.5% below the current contract amount
of $953,081. This amount reflects direct costs to train 2,978
students in 19 different technical courses (as detailed in
attachments A and B).

The cost reduction is due largely to reduced hotel meeting room
costs resulting from a statewide facilities use contract recently
negotiated by the Advanced Training Center. Increases in
individual course costs reflect changes in presentation locations
initiated at POST’s request, direct increases in the cost of
student materials and rental costs for essential instructional
support equipment. Changes to certification conditions are
limited to minor adjustments to total numbers of students, total
instructional hours, or to the aggregate number of course
presentations authorized.

POST 1-187 (Rev, 8/88)



A summary of the proposed changes from last year are:

i¯ Reduction in the number of offerings and/or maximum number
of students in the Commander Vice/Narcotics/Intelligence,
Crime Analysis-Expanded Applications, Electronic
Surveillance, and Skills and Knowledge Modular Courses

2 , Reduction in the number of certified hours of the
Investigation of Officer-Involved shootings Course.

3 ¯ Addition of one presentation each of the Criminal
Intelligence, Dignitary Security, and Homicide Investigation
Courses¯

4 ¯ Increase in the maximum number of students
Elements of Criminal Intelligence Course.

in the Basic

Proposed changes are described in Attachment A and projected
presentation costs are detailed in Attachment B

RECOMMENDATION

Authorize the Executive Director to enter into an interagency
agreement with the Department of Justice to present the described
training courses for an amount not to exceed $928,109.



-I
ATTACHMENT A

DOJ CONTRACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1992/93
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED CHANGES

COURSE TITLE ..... CURRENT STATUS PROPOSED
CHANGE

199.1_/. 
CONTRACT PROPOSED

Advanced Financial
Investigation

32 hrs/2 classes
24 studentsrclass
48 total tralnees

NONE $14, 947 $13,224

<-$ 1.723>

Basi~ Elements of
Crlm~nal Intell.

36 hrs/4 classes
24 studentsrclass
96 total trainees

Increase to
30 students
per class

$28,629 $30,052

(+$ 1,423)

CAMP Supervision
and Field Ops

53 hrs/l class
24 students~class
24 total trainees

NONE $7,390 $7,390

NO CHANGE

Clandestine Lab
Investigation

32 hrs/6 classes
30 students/class
150 total trainees

NONE $40,866 $44,268

(+$ 3,402)

commander (Vice/
Narcotics/Intell)

36 hrs/4 classes
24 students~class
96 total trainees

Reduce to
3 classes of
20 students

$35,729 $23,112

<-$12,617>

crime AnalTsis,
Expanded Applic.

36 hrs/4 classes
24 students/class
96 total trainees

Reduce to
3 classes of
20 students

$40,759 $26,469

<-$14,290>

Criminal
Intelliqenoe

72
24
24

hrs/l class
s£udents~class
total trainees

Add one
Presentation

$12,108 $18,514

(+$ 6,406)

Diqnitar7
Securit7

36 hrs/4 classes
24 studentsrclass
96 total trainees

Add one
Presentation
Increase to
28 students
per class

$44,520 $49,855

(+$ 5,335)



4
ID/Influence

(11550)
32 hrs/6 classes
50 students/class
300 total trainees

NONE $53,260 $54,078

(+$ 818)-

Economic Crime
Investigation

36 hrs/3 classes
24 students/class
72-total trainees

NONE $26 683 $23,349

<-$ 3,334>

Electronic
Surveillance

24 hrs/4 classes
24 students/class
96 total trainees

Reduce to
2 classes of
24 students

$24,571 $10,642

Financial Invest/
Asset 4 Forfeiture

36 hrs/8 classes
30 students/class
240 total trainees

NONE $76,270 $90,i20

(+9 13,850)

Informant
Development

32 hrs/8 classes
24 students/class
192 total trainees

NONE $65,028 $54,720

<-$10,308>

Investiqation
Homicide

36 hrs/3 classes
30 students/class
90 total trainees

Add one
Pzesentation
Reduce to 24
students/class

$28 465 $35,100

(+$ 6,635)

Investiqation of
officer-Involved
Shootinqs

36 hrs/10 classes
30 students/class
300 total trainees

Reduce to
32 hr program

$100,588 $86,430

<-$14,158>

Modular Traininq
/various

8 hrs/30 classes
30 students/class
900 total trainees

Reduce to
20 classes
of 30 students

$39,355 $22,480

<-$16.875>

Narcotics
Investigation

80 hrs/12 classes
24 students/class
288 total trainees

NONE $220,766 $228,900

(+9 8,134)

Narcotics invest-
Training for
Trainers

60 hrs/4 classes
20 students/class
80 total trainees

NONE $57,391 $71,088

(+$13,697)

secialized
Surveillance
Equipment

36 hrs/7 classes
16 students/class
112 total trainees

NONE $33,908 $38,318

(+9 4,410)



CURRENT CONTRACT
AMOUNT 1991/92 $953,081

PROPOSED CONTRACT FOR
FISCAL YEAR 1992/93 $928,109

NET DIFFERENCE <-$24,972>
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COMMISSION ON PEACE OFFICER STANDARDS AND [RAINING

COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM REPORT
A~nda ttem Title MeelL’~g Dam
Request for Contract Authority to Broadcast
Video Training Tapes

~t~reau

Training Program Svcs.

Executive Director Aptxoval

/Purpose:

April 9, 1992

~eviewed 8y ,~ ~j Researched By

Ken O’Brien~ Bill Masters

3a,~ oi Approval Date of Report

.~’~ -~/I ,~, 2___.
February 28, i992

¯ I Financial Impact: [] Yes (See Analyms for delays)

L__i i I I No~] Decision Requested [] Information Only

In the space provided be~ow, brielly desaibe the ISSUE, BACKGROUND, ANALYSIS. a~l RECOMMENDATiON. Use addilfonal sheels if required.

ISSUE

ShoUld the Commission authorize the Executive Director to enter into an
interagency agreement with San Diego State University, or other units of
the California State University System, for an amount not to exceed
$54,000, to assemble and broadcast twelve videotape training programs
during Fiscal Year 1992-93.

BACKGROUND

At its April 18, 1991 meeting, the Commission approved a $54,000
contract with San Diego State University for twelve satellite broadcasts
of videotape training programs during 1991-92. Eight of the broadcasts
have been completed with the remaining four scheduled for one each month
through June, 1992. The broadcasts are being recorded and used by law
enforcement agencies for training of their personnel. Feedback from the
field continues to be highly commendatory, and the Commission has been
encouraged to continue this program.

ANALYSIS

Broadcasting of training programs via satellite has proven to be an
effective method of delivery. Each 2-hour broadcast contains at least
four agency-produced videotapes and four segments of Case Law Updates,
two each produced by the Alameda County District Attorney’s Office and
Golden West College. Over 150 tapes have been presented via satellite
since the series began in December of 1988. This method of distribution
has greatly expanded the use of existing videotaped material and helped
to improve the effectiveness of training programs overall.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Executive Director be authorized to negotiate
a new contract with San Diego State University, or other units of the
California State University System, for the assembly and transmission of
twelve training tape satellite broadcasts.

POST 1-187 (Re’.’. 8/88)



COMMISSION ON PEACE OFFICER STANDARDS AND TRAINING

COMMISSION~ AGENOA< ITEM : REPORT -

Law Update Satellite Programs.: ..~-~: ~.i~.~==:-

Traznlng Progran~Svcs~_ Ken O’Brien~~"

Date st ApprovalExeculive Oirecter Approval

P6rp~: - -

Date o~ Re,sort --

February 28;. 1992

F~ Yes (See Analyr~s lot de~aJll)

~] Decision Requeste¢l i~ ,nfomla.on Only ~-’~ Stal¢~ Repart
i

No

In the spac~ provided below, briefly describe ~ ISSUE, BACKGROUND, ANALYSIS, ~ RECOMMENDATION. ~ ack:l#lonal ~ if f~.

ISSUE

Financial Impact:

Sh~id the Commission authorize the Executive Director to enter into
contracts with Alameda County District Attorney’s Office andGolden West
College, for an amount not to exceed $52,000, to produce twenty-four
Case Law Update training programs each during Fiscal Year 1992-93.

BACKGROUND

At its April 18, 1991 meeting, the Commission approved $52,000 for
contracts with Alameda County District Attorney’s Office and Golden West
College for the production of twenty-four Case Law Update training
programs each during 1991-92. Sixteen programs from each producer have
been included in monthly POST videotape training broadcasts so far, with
eight from each producer scheduled for use during the remainder of this
fiscal year. The reaction to the new segments has been favorable, and
the Commission has been encouraged to continue this program.

ANALYS I S

Case Law Updates were added to POST satellite broadcasts to provide
current information on recent court decisions to all California law
enforcement agencies. The presenters include three Assistant District
A~torneys and an Orange County Superior Court Judge. The subject matter
has been coordinated by POST staff to avoid duplication of production
efforts. Cases chosen are recent and applfcable to the needs of the law
enforcement community. The addition of these updates has greatly
increased the effectiveness of the videotape training broadcasts.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Executive Director be authorized to negotiate
new contracts with Alameda County District Attorney’s Office and Golden
West College for the production of twenty-four Case Law Updates each
during the 1992-93 Fiscal Year.

POST 1.T87(Rev. 8/88)



COMMISSION ON PEACE:.OFFICER STANDARDS AND TRAINING

COMMISSK)N~ AGENDA, ITEM REPORT

an~:Bro~992~, 93~: Telecoursesu’-" ~c~ April 9, 1992~

R~e~c~d~

Training/Prog~Svcs~ iKen O,~e 4 ;: Ken Whi~n ~ ....

Executive Oirector Approval

......... .
Da~ of ApprovaJ Oa~ of F~

Purloo6e:
.7". Zo. 7 2_ March 16, 1992:

] Financ~ Impact: F Yes (See An,q~fsis for del~ls)

C
In Ihe space provide@ below, briefly describe ~e ISSUE, BACKGROUND, ANALYSIS, ano RECOMMENDATION. Use addi~eeal sheets ff

ISSUE

ShoUld the Conunission authorize the Executive Director to enter into an
interagency agreement with San-Diego State University, or other public
entities, for an amount not to exceed $420,000, to produce and broadcast
up to twelve (12) distance learning telecourse training programs during
fiscal year 1992-93?

BACKGROUND

During fiscal year 1991-92, POST will have produced and presented a
total of six telecourses. Costs of delivering the December telecourse
were approximately $21,000. When all of the final invoices are
processed, it is believed that both the January and February
presentation costs will be approximately $35,000 each. The broadcast
costs for the March, April, and May presentations have yet to be
determined, but after all invoices are received, the costs for producing
all of the telecourses will not exceed the allocated $210,000.

While evaluation on ¯ the telecourse presentations is not complete, the
initial feedback from course evaluation instruments as well as written
and oral feedback, have indicated that interest and support for this
type of delivery presentation is still high.

The Commission authorized the Executive Director to negotiate for the
production and delivery of up to twelve (12) distance learning
telecourses during fiscal year 1992-93. This would allow the production
of One telecourse per month of from two hours to four hours in duration.
Based on an average of $35,000 per program, the total estimated cost of
producing up to twelve telecourse programs would be approximately
$420,000.

ANALYSIS

Staff has negotiated terms for an interagency agreement with KPBS-TV/San
Diego State University. The interagency agreement would allow for
initial production and delivery of telecourses by KPBS-TV/San Diego
State University starting in July, 1992. They have agreed to continue
to produce and deliver the telecourses for costs not to exceed $35,000
per program.

POST 1-187 (Rev. 8/88)



COMMISSION ON PEACE OFFICER STANDARDS AND TRAINING

COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM REPORT
¯ ~b

Cont ract~i--f ozr- Administ rat ion of
POST Proficiency Examination April 9, 1992

Buroau ~eviewed By Researched By

Standards & Evaluation
Executive Directo¢ Ap~,-~,,va;

 orner’ 
Date ol Re~n l

February 26, 1992
F~urpese:

Financial Impact: j ~ Yes (See Ana~ for details)

.~J No

In ~e space provided below, briefly Q~¢~dbe ~e ISSUE, BACKGROUND, ANALYSIS, a~l RECOMMENDATION, Use e~¢l~ ~ if ~m~imd,

ISSUE

Continuation of the POST contract with Cooperative Personnel Services
(CPS) to administer the POST Proficiency Examination.

BACKGROUND

Penal Code Section 832(b) requires POST to develop and administer 
basic training proficiency test to all academy graduates. POST has
contracted with Cooperative Personnel Services (CPS) for the admin-
istration of the examination each of the last nine years.

ANALYSIS

CPS has done an acceptable job of administering the POST Basic Course
Proficiency Examination. Moreover, CPS can administer the
examination for less than it would cost if POST staff were to assume
this function.

The amount of the fiscal year 1991/92 contract is $33,800. The
proposed contract for fiscal year 1991/92 is not expected to exceed
this amount.

RECOMMENDATION

Authorize the Executive Director to enter into a contract with CPS
for administration of the POST Proficiency Examination during fiscal
year 1992/93 for an amount not to exceed $33,800.

POST 1-187 (Rev. 8/88)



COMMISSION ON PEACE QFF CER STANDARDS AND TRA NING

A~nda I~nl ~
Contract for Administration of POST
Entry-Level Reading and Writing Test Battery

B~oau

Standards & Evaluation

Exe~tive 0;~e,~.~ Ap~oval

COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM REPORT
Oate

Reviewed By

Dam of Approval

April 9, 1992

Sese=~he~ r~

John Berne:

Da~Repoct

February 26, 1992

~nan~,at Impact: [] Yes (See Analysis 1o¢ defies)

In the space provided below, briefly describe the ISSUE. BACKGROUND, ANALYSIS, ano RECOMMENDATION. Use additional shee~ If ft~ulred.

Continuation of the POST contract with Cooperative Personnel Services
(CPS) to administer the POST entry-level reading and writing test
battery.

BACKGROUND

Since 1983, the Commission has authorized that the POST entry-level
test battery be made available to agencies in the POST program at no
cost. During this period, all test administration services associated
with the testing program have been provided under contracts with CPS.

ANALYSIS

All contract services provided by CPS have been acceptable, and POST
lacks the staff to perform these services. The 1991/92 fiscal year
contract amount is $98,400. The proposed contract for fiscal year
1992/93 is not expected to exceed this amount, and assumes that
testing volume will remain unchanged from the current fiscal year.
(Actual contract costs will be reduced if testing volume decreases.)

RECOMMENDATION

Authorize the Executive Director to enter into a contract with CPS for
administration of the POST test battery during fiscal year 1992/93 for
an amount not to exceed $98,400.

POST 1-187 (Rev. 8/88)



COMMISSION ON PEACE O.FFICER STANDARDS AND TRAINING

COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM REPORT
Age~=lt~ 1"~_ Meel~g Oa=

Contract;-foz~ Administration of " POS~ :" ........... :’- - :~: ~~ ""
PC 832 Written Exam_ ...... April 9, 1992

(3~oau Reviewed By Researched By

Standards & Evaluation Joh n Berner~

Executive 0irector Approval Date or Appcoval Date ot Report

.2m February 26, 1992

Purpose:
! Financial Impact: [] Yes (See Analyms Io¢ details)

In ~e space provided below, b~ describe ~ ISSUE, BACKGROUND, ANALYSIS. ano RECOMMENDATION. ~ additJonaJ sheeB If required.

ISSUE

Continuation of POST contract with Cooperative Personnel Services
(CPS) to administer the POST PC 832 written examination.

BACKGROUND

Penal Code Section 832(a), which went into effect July i, 1989,
requires that persons must pass a POST-developed or POST-approved
examination to successfully complete the PC 832 course. POST has
contracted with CPS to administer the PC 832 written examination
each of the last three years.

ANALYSIS

CPS has done an acceptable job of administering the examination. The
amount of the 1991/92 fiscal year contract is $78,560. The proposed
contract for fiscal year 1991/92 is not expected to exceed this
amount, and assumes that testing volume will remain unchanged from
the current fiscal year. (If volume decreases, actual contract costs
will also decrease.)

RECOMMENDATION

Authorize the Executive Director to enter into a contract with CPS
for administration of the POST PC 832 written exam during fiscal year
1992/93 for an amount not to exceed $78,560.

POST 1-187(Rev 8/88)



COMMISSION ON PEACE OFFICER STANDARDS AND TRAINING

In the space pfmdded below, brk~y de6cdbe ale ISSUE, BACKGROUND, ANALYSIS, and RECOMMENDATION. Use additlonaJ~leets if

ISSUE

Commission review and final approval of Interagency Agreement for
Auditing Services - State Controller’s Office for Fiscal Year 1992-93.

BACKGROUND

There is a need to selectively audit the training claims made by local
agencies against the Peace Officer Training Fund. These audits have
been conducted by the State Controller On a yearly basis.

ANALYSIS

Each year for the past several years POST has negotiated an interagency
agreement with the State Controller’s Office to conduct audits of
selected local agencies which receive POST reimbursement funds. The

Controller’s Office continues to do an acceptable job in auditing
selected jurisdictions to assure that reimbursement funds are being
appropriately expended.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Commission authorize the Executive Director
to enter into an interagency agreement with the State Controller in an
amount not to exceed $85,000 to audit local agency reimbursement claims
for Fiscal Year 1992-93.

POST 1-187 (Rev. 8.,I~)
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In ~ spaoe ~ below, l=deQy ~ ~ ISSUE, BACKGROUND, ANALYSIS, acid RECOMMENDATION. Use addiaonal sheee if mqldmd.

ISSUE

Commission review and final approval of Interagency Agreement for
Auditing Services - State Controller’s Office for Fiscal Year-1992-93.

BACKGROUND

There is a need to selectively audit the training claims made by local
agencies against the Peace Officer Training Fund. These audits have
been conducted by the State Controller On a yearly basis.

ANALYSIS

Each year for the past several years POST has negotiated an interagency
agreement with the State Controller’s Office to conduct audits of
selected local agencies which receive POST reimbursement funds. The
Controller’s Office continues to do an acceptable job in auditing
selected jurisdictions to assure that reimbursement funds are being
appropriately expended.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Commission authorize the Executive Director
to enter into an interagency agreement with the State Controller in an
amount not to exceed $85,000 to audit local agency reimbursement claims
for Fiscal Year 1992-93.

PC~T 1-187 (Re=,. 8188)



COMMISSION ON PEACE OFRCER STANDARDS AND TRAINING

COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM REPORT

Ai~ndee altem "l-41eith and Welfare Data Center - ~r~ 9, 1992
CALSTARS Support : FY 1992-93

~reau
Administrative

R~e~cheq By

Services Bureau i ~t~T~/S a i t enber~r Staff
Execulive Director Appcoval Date of Approwl Date o| Repo~¯

February 27, 1992

Pu~ose:
Financial Impact: ~ YI~ (See Analysm Io1" dellil~

[] Decision Requested [] In~ Only [] Status Report I INO

In ~le space provided be4ow, briefly descdbe ~ ISSUE, BACKGROUND, ANALYS/S, and RECOMMENDATION. Use a4diUotml sheee d req~n~d.

Commission review and approvalof an Interagency agreement-wit~Healt/T
and Welfare Agency Data Center for computer linkage in support of the
State Accounting System (CALSTARS).

BACKGROUND

The mandated California Accounting and Reporting System
(CALSTARS),implemented in 1986, requires that POST enter into a yearly
contract with the Health and Welfare Data Center to provide data
processing services during the year. The Commission approved an
agreement not to exceed $25,000 for current Fiscal Year 1991-92.

ANALYSIS

Without the continuation of an agreement with the Health and Welfare
Data Center, POST will not be able to perform necessary state
accounting functions and will be out of compliance with accounting
requirements.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Commission authorize the Executive Director
to enter into an interagency agreement with the Health and Welfare
Agency Data Center in an amount not to exceed $25,000 for computer
services during Fiscal Year 1992-93.

POST 1-187 (Rev. 8/88)



State of California Department of Justice-

MEMORANDUM

To : POST Commissioners Date: March 24, 1992

From

Ronald E. Lowenberg, Chairman
Long Range Planning Committee
Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training

subject : REPORT OF THE LONG RANGE PLANNING COMMITTEE

The Committee met at the Los Angeles Sheriff’s
Department on February 27, 1992. Attending were
myself and Commissioners Sherman Block and Robert
Wasserman. Also present were Executive Director
Norman Boehm, Deputy Director Glen Fine, Bureau chief
Ken O’Brien, and Frank Grimes, LAPPL.

Committee members received a status report on the
POST revenue situation and reviewed the following
issues:

Use of Videotapes to Satisfy CPT Requirements

The Committee received a staff report describing a
number of issues and options concerning this subject.
Consensus of the Committee is that video tapes of
POST telecourses and other training films remain a
low cost/high quality means of delivering training.
Extension of CPT credit for stand alone viewing of
such training tapes is seen as a logical pay off of
the investment in production. Staff is continuing to
work on this subject and will submit a report to the
Commission in the near future.

Policy on Marketinq/Royalty Aqreements

There was review and discussion of the varied
approaches taken in the past to provide for royalty
arrangements when POST has contracted for technology
development. The most recent contract (with ITC for
First Aid/CPR IVD program) provides for POST
ownership of the product, and marketing/royalty
issues to be addressed separately following project
completion. There was consensus that this approach
is preferable for most projects, but that flexibility
should continue with case-by-case Commission review
as now occurs.



Policy on Review of Video Tapes Used in POST-
Certified Courses

The Committee discussed potential liability that can
accrue to both POST and law enforcement agencies for
inappropriate content of training tapes shown to
peace officer trainees. A staff report describing
several options was reviewed. One option would be to
require presenters to review all training videos
prior to use. Review would be made following POST
guidelines developed for the purpose. Members of the
Committee were also interested in the feasibility of
a notification by POST to law enforcement
administrators whenever a commercially available
video is known to include controversial content.
There was consensus that staff continue to explore
and report back on feasibility of guidelines for
presenters.

Basic Course Study

A status report was received regarding an on-going
review of the Basic Course. This study has been
somewhat expanded in order to consider all that is
required to prepare the new officer - from basic
training through field training and probation. A
final report with proposed directions for change will
be ready for consideration by the Commission at the
July meeting.

Canine Standards

The Committee also discussed preliminary results of
inquiry into the potential need for guidelines for
departments to use for officer/canine teams. A
report will be submitted to the Long Range Planning
Committee at its next meeting.

ADJOURNMENT 1:30 P.M.



state of California Department of Justice

MEMORANDUM

To : POST Commissioners Date: March 25, 1992

From

Ronald E. Lowenberg, Chairman
Ad hoc POST/LABOR Committee Meeting
Commission on Peace officer Standards and Training

subject REPORT OF THE AD HOC POST/LABOR COMMITTEE

Commissioners Hall-Esser, Leduc, Maghakian, Rutledge,
and I met on March ll, 1992 with representatives of
eight law enforcement labor organizations. Minutes
summarizing discussion and outcomes are included with¯

your agenda.

This meeting was requested by law enforcement labor
leaders who have been concerned that the Commission
has become too management-oriented and non-responsive
to rank and file concerns. The meeting provided
opportunity to discuss those concerns. There appears
to be a general commitment to work positively to
strengthen areas where Commission’s and labor’s
interests coincide.

The following directions were discussed at the
meeting and are brought forward now for the
Commission’s consideration.

i. With the Commission’s concurrence, POST would be
well advised to establish an ad hoc commission
committee to meet periodically and as needed
with law enforcement labor associations.

. I also recommend that the Commission approve
exploration of the feasibility and desirability
of establishing an Institute for Labor/Manage-
ment Relations to provide a permanent forum for
communications, problem solving, and cooperative
approaches.

The Committee to do an exploratory study would
consist of three labor people, representatives
from Chiefs or Sheriffs, and POST staff. Their
purpose would be to form a charter and purpose
of any potential labor/management institute and
bring back the report at an early Commission meeting.



¯

4 ¯

5o

Assign the Commission’s Advisory Liaison
Committee to consider labor’s request to expand
the POST Advisory Committee to include
additional labor representatives.

I have asked staff to work with representatives
of labor organizations to review the recent
certificate revocation action, on a step-by-step
basis, and report on it, if indicated¯

Assign staff to prepare a report on State
Correctional Peace Officers’ interest in POST
program participation.

ADJOURNMENT - 3:40 P.M.



AD HOC LABOR/COMMISSION MEETING
March ii, 1992

Clarion Hotel - Brannon Room
16th and H Streets

Sacramento, California

MINUTES

The meeting was called to order at i0:00 a.m. by Commission
Chairman Ronald E. Lowenberg.

Chief Donald L. Forkus led the flag salute.

COMMITTEE MEMBERS

P~esent:

Ronald E. Lowenberg, Chair, POST Commission Chairman
Don Brown, COPS
Steve Fournier, CCPOA
Donald L. Forkus, POST Advisory Committee Chairman
Jody Hall-Esser, POST Commissioner
Marcel L. Leduc, POST Commissioner
Edward Maghakian, POST Commissioner
Roger Mayberry, State Marshals’ Association
Shaun Mathers, ALADS
Wendell Phillips, CAL-Cops
Art Reddy, POPA
Cecil Riley, CAUSE
Devallis Rutledge, POST Commissioner
Bud Stone, PORAC

Absent:

Frank Grimes, LAPPL
Robert Wasserman, POST Commissioner

Staff Present:

Norman C.
Glen Fine
Hal Snow
Vera Roff,

Boehm, Executive Director

Secretary

visitor’s Roster

A1 Davila, CAHP
Richard Gregson, Sacramento PD
Roy Harmon, Yuba City CPCA
Bill Hemby, COPS
Monty Mauney, Huntington Beach PD POA



Randy Perry, PORAC
Rodney Pierini, CPOA
Dean Rewerts, CAUSE
Tom Simms, Roseville PD, CPCA
Richard Wright, Huntington Beach PD POA
Tim Yaryan, ALADS

ROLE OF POST

There was a discussion concerning the role of POST. It was
pointed out that the Commission has the responsibility in law to
raise the level of law enforcement by setting minimum training
and selection standards, doing management counseling, and
providing reimbursement. Though compliance inspections are
essential and while there is a regulatory aspect to POST, the
sense of the Commission is to be service-oriented in providing
outstanding training programs and to work with all of law
enforcement to accomplish the overall goal of raising the level
of law enforcement in California asset forth in legislation.
Discussion of this issue touched upon a variety of labor concerns
described elsewhere in these minutes.

COMMISSION MEMBERSHIP

There was discussion concerning the Commission membership, which
currently has only one rank and file member. Law enforcement
groups are seeking legislation to add two additional rank and
file positions to be appointed by the Governor. It was noted
that the Commission changed last year from an "oppose" to a
"neutral" position. Representatives of labor asked that the
Commission consider going favorable on that legislation. The
Chairman said the request would be referred to the Legislative
Committee. commissioner Marcel Leduc was appointed by Chairman
Lowenberg to the Commission’s Legislative Committee to assure
that labor perspectives are present on that committee.

ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP

There was a suggestion to expand the membership of the Advisory
Committee to include more labor organizations. The Chairman will

refer the suggestion to the Advisory Liaison Committee for
action.

CERTIFICATE REVOCATION

Concern was expressed over the Commission’s action last year in
the face of opposition from rank and file to expand the
provisions for revoking certificates. Labor representatives
expressed apprehension that the Commission intends to move into
areas involving internal discipline. It was made clear that
Commission action on this issue is the single most important
issue that has brought law enforcement labor groups together in

2



opposition to the Commission. There was a request that the
Commission reconsider the action taken on revocations last July.
After some discussion, there was consensus that POST staff and
representatives from labor (Cecil Riley/Roger Mayberry/Wendell
Phillips) will review all aspects of that action on a "frame by
frame" basis so there could be an objective review of the
history, reasons for proceeding, and reasons for objectives laid
out in a clear and concise format. The emphasis will be on facts
rather than on perceptions. A report will be brought back to the
Commission.

ASSOCIATION AFFILIATION

Labor representatives observed their feelings that POST is too
much associated with management, particularly with CPOA, noting
that a number of Commissioners and the Executive Director serve
on the CPOA Board of Directors. Labor views CPOA as management. ¯
While it is true that Commissioners have affiliation with other
associations such as CPOA, it was explained that such membership
is not exclusive and Commissioners can belong to a variety of
associations and "wear different hats."

Commissioners pointed out that the Commission conducts business
as a body and that the role of the Commission and the role of the
associations are not commingled.

This labor concern was in part in context with certain training
which is certified to CPOA, such as legislative updates. It was¯
clarified that labor organizations could bid on legal update
training contracts. The same is true with other training issues
that labor has interest in. POST staff would be pleased to work
with associations interested in course certification to go over
Commission guidelines and requirements for presenters to be
certified. Peer counseling was cited by labor as an example of
the type of training labor associations may be in a position to
present.

TRAINING ISSUES

The range of training issues was discussed, including leadership
training, and specifically focusing on the Command College.
During the discussion, it was pointed out that the Commission’s
goals and hopes are that a strong training program for all
segments of law enforcement could be sustained. Sergeants and
above represent approximately 20% of law enforcement and
currently receive approximately 14% of the training resources,
including the Command College.

The Executive Director observed that the underlying values for a
balanced training program are that POST provides assistance in
the selection process, and once people are selected, POST
sustains training for developing the skills, attitudes, and



behaviors necessary to be an officer. Leadership training is to
help ensure that the officers will have a good working
environment in which to practice their services to the public.
The Commission has long held that there needs to be a balance of
all those values in the training program and this balance is
worthy of being maintained.

Labor representatives indicated a desire to review curriculum of
the Command College and SLI. Of concern, was the view that some
Command College papers are anti-labor.

SUSPENSION OF SALARY REIMBURSEMENT

The Commission was questioned about the decision to suspend
salary reimbursement which was perceived as the Commission
abandoning the Basic Course while still continuing leadership and
other training. It was pointed out that POST still reimburses
all travel, tuition, and per diem expenses associated with the
Basic Course and for all other qualifying courses. The travel,
tuition, and per diem expenses probably most closely affect the
officers individually and the Commission chose not to change that
part of the formula. The Commission still supports the Basic
Course and devotes a good deal of financial and staff resources
to operating a successful Basic Course program in the state.
POST also supports many other in-service training courses for
which travel, per diem, and tuition are still provided.

When asked what cut-backs other than salary had been made to try
to balance the budget, it was noted that the Commission had to
delay inauguration of the Institute on Criminal Investigation
which would provide high quality in-depth training for line level
investigators. Also a number of POST staff positions have not
been filled. The Commission also deferred action on a proposal
to reimburse for satellite antennas to bring training directly to
departments.

The Commission took the approach that suspending salary
reimbursement would be the least disruptive in the short run.
If funds are not forthcoming in the new year, then clearly the
Commission is going to have to look at priorities and carefully
consider how available resources might be allocated in the
future.

POST has the best training program in the United States and this
in part reflects the leadership position that California law
enforcement has earned deservedly over the years. Commissioner
Rutledge observed that Rodney King was newsworthy in part because
of California law enforcement’s high reputation generally.

Several in attendance urged that all involved should work, not
only to retain the leadership the professional training programs
have attained, but to improve upon them. It was the consensus

4



that effort should be made to ensure that the critical training
funds are available in the future.

As the meeting progressed a consensus emerged that there is great
value in labor and management working together to move the
profession forward. There was an almost simultaneous and mutual
suggestion that the process of fostering labor/management issues
be formalized in some way.

There was consensus that a report be developed on the feasibility
of POST establishing an Institute on Labor/Management Issues.
Representing labor on this study group will be Art Reddy, Shaun
Mathers, and Bud Stone. They will work with POST staff and
representatives of Chiefs and Sheriffs to explore what the
charter of such an Institute might be. A report on this will be
brought to the Commission as soon as it is completed.

ACTION ITEMS

o

o

Chairman to direct the Advisory Liaison Committee to review
the proposal to expand the membership of the POST Advisory
Committee ko include more rank and file representatives.
The Committee recommendation will be presented at the July
Commission meeting.

Establish an ad hoc Labor/Management Committee consisting of

those attending the March ii, 1982 meeting. The Committee
will meet on an as needed basis. Any member of the
Committee may request the convening of a meeting at any
time. The next regularly scheduled meeting will be October
14, 1992.

o Establish a Committee to review the Commission action to
expand certificate revocation provisions taken last year.
Members of the Committee will include POST staff Glen Fine
and Frederick Williams along with Roger Mayberry, Wendell
Phillips, and Cecil Riley.

o Explore the feasibility of developing an Institute of
Labor/Management Issues. Members of the Committee will
include Shaun Mathers, Bud Stone, and Art Reddy,
representatives of the Chiefs and Sheriffs, as well as POST
staff representatives. A report on this will be made to the
Commission.

o Assign POST staff to prepare a report on the history of
correctional peace officers’ efforts to be included in the
POST program. This is in response to a request expressing
CCPOA’s interest in peace officer standards and training.

5



CLOSING REMARKS

There was general agreement that this meeting was a very
productive beginning for improving communications, perceptions
and relationships. Although the basis of some of the concerns
were clarified, there continues to be much room for improvement.

ADJOURNMENT - 3:40 p.m. to October 14, 1992 when a second meeting
of this ad hoc Committee will be held~

6



Commission on Peace officer Standards and Training
MEETING OF POST COMMISSIONERS AND POLICE LABOR LEADERS

Wednesday, March ii, 1992
Red Lion Inn, Yuba River Room

2001 Point West Way, Sacramento, CA

A_.genda

i0:00 a.m.

WELCOME BY COMMISSION CHAIRMAN LOWENBERG

FLAG SALUTE

INTRODUCTIONS

PURPOSE OF MEETING

FORMAT FOR ADDRESSING DISCUSSION ISSUES

DISCUSSION ISSUES:

i. Issues Surrounding POST, Labor and Management

a.

b.

C,

d.

Role of POST
Commission position on additional rank and file
representation on Commission
Relationship between POST and CPOA
POST distribution of information divisive between
labor/management (4 X i0 Plans)

Relationship Between POST and Labor Groups

el

b.
c.

Communications Between POST and
Individual Labor Unions
Labor Input Into POST Activities
Labor representation on the POST Advisory
Committee

3. Commission Plans for Additional Changes in POST
Certificates Requirements



4 ¯ Training Issues

a. Impact of the Command College and executive level
training on the training of line officers

b. POST training for line officers
c. POST Course Certification to Labor Unions

-Peer Counseling
-Stress Training
-Leadership Training
-Collective Bargaining

¯ Legislative Coordination

a.

b.
c.

Process used for POST proposed legislation
Need for closer coordination
Labor support of POST issues

6, Professionalism in Law Enforcement

a. Professionalism goals in law enforcement that we
all can support

FOLLOWUP ACTION NEEDED

SUMMARIZING COMMENTS

3:00 p.m.

ADJOURNMENT



COMMISSION ON PEACE OFFICER STANDARDS AND TRAINING
Legislative Review Committee Meeting

Thursday, April 9, 1992, 8:30 a.m.
Red Lion Inn - Yuba River Room

San Diego, CA

AGENDA

Attachment

New Legislation of Interest to POST

Attachment A provides an analysis of new
legislation of interest to POST.

a. ACR 93 (Woodruff) Requests Community
Colleges to Present Sufficient
State Mandated Public Safety Training
Courses

b. SB 1283 (Ayala) Commission Composition:
Adds Two Members

c. SB 1335 (Torres) Peace officer Training:
Cultural Awareness

d. SB 1408 (Torres) Peace Officer Training:
Hate Crimes and Cultural Differences

e. SB 1645 (Calderon) Adds Penalty Assessment
on Vehicle Code Violations

f. AB 2308 (Cannella) Controlled Substances:
Exempts Narcotics and Canine Trainers
from Uniformed Controlled Substances Act

g. AB 2311 (Katz) Drug Asset Forfeiture
Revenue: Deletes POST

h. AB 2409 (Isenberg) Penalty Assessments:
Establishes Percentage Formulas

i. AB 3407 (Klehs) Peace officer Training:
Hate Crimes

j. AB 3614 (Epple) Peace Officer Status:
Investigators of Student Aid Commission
and Dept. of Toxic Substances Control

Status of POST Supported Legislation

Attachment B provides an update on POST
proposed legislation for 1992.

a. Restoration of POST Funding
b. Law Enforcement Agency Accreditation

(SB 1126) Presley
C. Revenue from civil Awards/Settlements

A

B



Status of Active Legislation

Attachment C is a chart identifying the
status of bills for which the Commission
has taken positions.

C

o

5o

Status of Informational Legislation

Attachment D is a chart identifying the
status of bills that are outside the scope
of the Commission’s interest in taking
positions but are followed for their
potential impact upon POST. The Committee
may wish to receive a briefing on these.

Status of Court Litigation

Attachment D provides an update on the
status of court litigation of interest to
the Commission.

al

b.
Santa ciara County v. Deputy Sheriffs Assn.
Soroka, et al. v. Dayton Hudson Corporation:

Target Stores

D

E



;StaW ot Ca~ifomta 0e~ ol Aam:s
COMMISSION ON PEACE OFFICER ETANOARDS AND TRAINING

BILL ANALYSIS 1601 ~amml I~
Sa=ameeto. Ca~omm ~IB-70B3

~EORSU~ECT Requests Community Collegl ~OR BILL NUMBER

Q To Present Sufficient State- Assemblyman WoodruJ ~f ACR 93
Mandated Public Safety Train- RE~TEDBLI,S 0ATE ~ST AMENOE0
ing Courses AB 990 of 1991 2-20-92

SPONSORE~eriff Dick Williams, San Bernardino County

BILLSUMMARY(GENERAL. ANALYSIS. AOVANTAGES. OI~DVANTAGES. COMMEN~)

General

I. This is an Assembly Concurrent Resolution, with the Senate
concurring, that requests California community colleges to
offer sufficient public safety training courses to satisfy
state-mandated training requirements, participate in
regional consortiums of community colleges in order to
minimize duplication of training courses, and make training
programs more readily available.

Analysis

The resolution takes recognition of the fact community colleges
are the primary institutions offering these state-mandated public
safety training courses. The resolution also identifies the
severe financial problems that community colleges are
experiencing resulting in curtailment of public safety courses
and thus hardships in meeting state-mandated training
requirements.

AB 990 of 1991 passed the Legislature but was vetoed by the
Governor would have required the Chancellor’s office of the
California Community Colleges to study exempting such courses for
the growth cap placed by the State. ACR 93 is instead an
advisory measure that could assist some of the community college
programs as leverage in securing budget and course approvals.

Comment

Even though ACR 93 will not end course curtailments brought on by
the recession and state funding shortfalls, it may assist some
training programs.

Recommend "Support".

OFFICIAL POSITION

DATE REVIEWED BY OATE

EXEC ’nVfO,R T p DATE
// "~ATE COMMENT
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BILL ANALYSIS
Sta~ of California D~0alment of Jultlce
COMMISSION ON PEACE OFFICER STANDARDS AND TRAININ(

1601 AJhaml~-4 Bo~eva~
Sacramento, California 9~816-7083

~EORSU~ECT
Commission Composition
Adds two Members

AUTHOR
Senator Ayala

BILL NUMBER
SB 1283

DATE 0
SPONSORED BY CAUSE - Calif. Association of Union of Safety Employees

BILL SUMMARY (GENERAL. ANALYSIS. ADVANTAGES, DISADVANTAGES, COMMENTS)

General

SB 1283 would:

i, Increase the size of the POST Commission from 12 (ii
members appointed by the Governor and the Attorney
General serving as an Ex Officio member) to 14 members
by providing that two more members be appointed by the
Governor from the category of peace officers of the
rank of sergeant or below with a minimum of five years’
experience.

2 ¯ Expands the category from which the total of three
members are required to be selected to include a
marshal or state-employed peace officer.

Analysis

Existing Penal Code Section 13500, which defines the size and
composition of the POST Commission, specifies that the peace
officer member of the rank of sergeant or below with a minimum of
five years’ experience must be a deputy sheriff or a city police
officer.

S.B. 811 of 1991 was similar proposed legislation but was vetoed
by the Governor because he was satisfied with present efforts and
make-up of POST and saw no reason for change. Furthermore, SB
811 was vetoed because "it would be inappropriate for the
Legislature to name appointees to what has historically been an
executive branch commission." Unlike SB 1283, SB 811 would have
these additional members appointed by the Assembly Speaker and
Senate Rules Committee. The Commission’s position on SB 811 was
"neutral" because the Commission was created by the Legislature
and as such should have the prerogativeto change its size and
composition. Labor representatives have requested the Commission
consider a "support" position.

OFFICIAL POSITION

XEC ,TIVE DIRECTOR ~ .4 ~DATE
I REVIEWED BY
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POST 1-159 (Rev. 1/89)



With regard to expanding the peace officer category to include at
least one appointee from a marshal or state-employed peace
officer, some questions could be asked including:

i. Why should state peace officers be singled out for
representation when the Commission does not have
specific statutory authority for their standards?
Management level state peace officers are not eligible,
and state peace officers receive no reimbursement from
the POTF.

Why should marshals be singled out for representation
when many other peace officer groups are not
represented, e.g., school district, community college,
district attorney, coroner, etc., and there is no
management-level representation from marshals?

It would appear far more preferable to have the two additional
peace officer members to be appointed from "any peace officer
group for whom the Commission sets standards" thus providing
representation to all peace officer groups.

Two additional members should pose no significant administrative
problems but would nominally increase POST travel, per diem and
miscellaneous costs by $6,000 annually.

Comments

Recommend "neutral" position.



Stlm ~ C~fcmul Oe~Iml ¢t Jum~

BILL ANALYSIS
COMMiSSiON ON PF..ACE OFFICER ~rANOAR06 ANO TRAJNING

1601 ~ IMtdm~ltl
Sacramento. ¢illm~ 9Bl(I-70M

~EORSU~ECT AUTHOR BILl. NUMBER
Peace officer Training: Senator Torres SB 1335
Cultural Awareness RE~TEDBllS DATE LAST AMENOE0

SB 1408 3-4-92

S~NSOR~ BY _
senator Tortes

use to take a citizen’s

to use the standardized form when receiving a

county libraries, etc.

(a volunteer attorney
The office shall

to investigate and
Failure to do so would give complainants

investigating citizens’

officer from using more force than is
under the circumstances known to the officer, to

to prevent escape, or to overcome

agencies to adopt a written policy

agency to submit a copy of its written policy
1994.

OFFICUU. POSITION

OATE REVIEWEO 8Y )ATE

3-/x- fA
0ATE COMMENT OATE



i0. Requires POST to develop and disseminate guidelines and
training for all law enforcement officers described in
subdivision (a) of Section 13510 of the Penal Code and who
adhere to the standards approved by the commission, on the
racial and cultural differences among the residents of this
state. The course or courses of instruction and the
guidelines shall stress understanding and respect for racial
and cultural differences, and development of effective,
noncombative methods of carrying out law enforcement duties
in a racially and culturally diverse environment.

ii. Requires the basic training course, no later than August i,
1993, include adequate instruction on racial and cultural
diversity in order to foster mutual respect and cooperation
between law enforcement and members of all racial and
cultural groups. The bill requires POST, in developing the
training, to consult with appropriate groups and individuals
having an interest and expertise. For purposes of this
subdivision, cultural diversity is defined to include, but
not be limited to, gender and sexual orientation issues.

12. The sum of $50,000 is appropriated from the Peace officer
Training Fund to POST for the purpose of developing the
training required by this act.

ANALYSIS

Because the Commission’s policy is to consider only legislation
within its responsibilities, this analysis will only address law
enforcement training issues raised by this bill.

The law enforcement training issues described in items 10-12
above are identical to those in SB 1075 (Roberti) of 1991 that
was vetoed by the Governor for reasons unrelated to law
enforcement training. Last year, POST’s position on SB 1075 was
"support" for only those aspects related to law enforcement
training. This position reflected POST’s intended direction in
developing further cultural related training building upon SB
2680 (Boatwright) of 1990. SB 2680 required POST to develop
optional law enforcement training and guidelines on racial and
cultural differences among residents of this state. The course
or courses of instruction and guidelines were required to stress
understanding and respect for racial and cultural differences,
and development of effective, noncombative methods of carrying
law enforcement duties in a racially and culturally diverse
environment.

The primary differences between SB 2680 and this bill (SB 1335)
¯ is that it mandates the training for the Basic Course. As
implemented, the training developed pursuant to SB 2680 was
directed to inservice officers and presented by each law
enforcement agency.

COMMENTS

Recommend "support" for the law enforcement training aspects.



SUm of California ~ ot JuiCe

BILL ANALYSIS
COMMISSION ON PEACE OFFICER STANDARDS AND TRAINING

1601 Alham bca
Sa~’amen~, California 95816.7083

~E OR SU~ECT AUTHOR 13111 NUMBER
Peace offlcer Training: ;enator Torres SB 1408
Hate Crimes and Cultural
Differences

RELATED BILLS DL~TE61-~_ ~’~A M E N D E D

SPONSO~tor Tortes

for basic academy
advanced officer, and management

from different racial, religious,

At

as
field training,

periodic
bias-related incidents, and bigotry.

agencies with this.

requires the training on cultural differences and

all law enforcement officers and law

to participate in supplementary
bias-related incidents, and bigotry

The training required
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ANALYSIS

Existing POST training requirements for the basic course include
curriculum on cultural differences and hate crimes which mitigate
the need for this legislation. Furthermore, POST is currently
reviewing its curriculum requirements in light of the Rcdney King
incident to determine if changes are needed.

Contrary to what this bill suggests, POST establishes suggested
guidelines for the content and operation of law enforcement
agency field training programs. POST also approves agency field
training programs if they meet the minimum guidelines. Currently
160 agencies have POST approved field training programs.
Presumably, the proposed training required under SB 1408 would be
included only where departments have voluntarily established a
POST approved field training program. This would mean that most
law enforcement agencies (approximately 373 police and sheriffs
department) would not include hate crime and cultural differences
in their field training programs if they have such programs.

The curriculum specified for the training area (basic, field,
advanced officer, and management) is entirely too specific and
includes subjects that are outside that needed, e.g., knowledge
of Fair Employment and Housing laws. There is not evidence of
need for peace officers to have training on legal aspects beyond
the relevant criminal laws in the Penal Code, which is already a
POST requirement. Nor is there evidence of need for such
subjects as evaluating evidence and offense reports to determine
whether crimes are appropriately classified, to ensure that all
physical remains of the crime are removed, to identify training
needs relative to responding to hate crimes, since these are not
duties associated with field officers.

The idea of having the subjects of hate crimes and cultural
differences as a permanent part of every advanced officer course
ignores the fact that this course is repeatedly taken by officers
every two years and the curriculum content is intended to change
regularly to meet changing and local training needs. SB 1408
would cause future loss of flexibility and force unnecessary and
redundant training.

Law enforcement managers are assigned to a variety of
assignments, including managing units of field assigned officers.
It is questionable whether such managers should be required to
undergo detailed training on hate crimes and cultural differences
as required under SB 1408. It is also questionable whether such
training should be required of dispatchers in view of their
limited responsibilities.



No funding provisions are included in the bill to accommodate
POST’s increased costs for research and development nor is there
funding for law enforcement agencies for increased training
costs.

There is no question hate crimes are receiving increasing media
attention. Law enforcement training on this subject and cultural
differences deserve fur£her POST review, and perhaps
strengthening. SB 1408, however, goes too far and would have to
be amended considerably before it could become acceptable. Two
other bills appear to be better approaches, including SB 1335
(Torres) on cultural differences training and AB 3407 (Klehs) 

hate crime training.

COMMENTS

This bill should be opposed unless amended.



BILL ANALYSIS
StaW of C,11ifom~l 0~ ot JuiCeD
COMMISSION ON PEACE OFFICER STANDARDS AND TRAINING

1601 Aglam~1 B(~levafd
Sa~amento, California ~16-70B$

TI~EORSU~ECT

Penalty Assessments:
Code

Vehicle

AUTHOR

Senator Calderon
RELATED BILLS

AB 2409

BILL NUMBER

SB 1645
DATE LAST AMENDED

2-19-92
SPONSORED BY

Senator Calderon

BILL SUMMARY (GENERAL, ANALYSIS. ADVANTAGES, DISADVANTAGES, COMMENTS)

General

This bill would provide for an additional assessment of $12.50
upon every fine, penalty, fee, or forfeiture imposed and
collected for a violation, or violations, of the Vehicle Code,
except parking offenses. The assessment would be deposited by
the county treasurer in a special account for transfer to the
city or county of jurisdiction.

Analysis

The author’s office indicates the purpose of the bill is to offer an
incentive to local law enforcement to increase traffic enforcement.
It was suggested that under the revised fine and assessment system
enacted in 1991 there is reduced financial incentive for cities and
counties to vigorously enforce traffic offenses, and the recently
reduced incidence of traffic citations is evidence of this according
to the author’s office. Presumably, the revenue would go into a fund
to induce more officers to be assigned traffic enforcement.

There have been reports of complaints from citizens, courts, and
others about the high costs of penalty assessments under existing
laws, which can have the state and local assessments 170% of the fine
itself. SB 1645 would appear to aggravate this situation and expand
the purpose of penalty assessments. It would also appear to be
questionable public policy to have law enforcement so directly benefit
from traffic enforcement.

Because this bill is in the early stages of the legislative process
and will undoubtedly be amended along the way, it may be prudent to
closely watch it without taking a position at this time.

Recommendation

Watch.

IOFFICIAL POSITION
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BILL ANALYSIS
Siam ot C,~ifomia ~ ot Ju~¢
COMMISSION.ON PEACE OFfiCER STANDARDS AND TRAINING

1601 Allam~ll BadmtlM
Samam4mw. Ca~rU 5~116-70m

~EORSU~ECT
Controlled Substances:
Substance Abuse or Canine
Training

SPONSORED BY
Assemblyman Cannella

AUTHOR
Assemblyman Cannella
RELATED B~LLS

BILLNUMBER
AB 2308

DATELAST AMENDED
1-9-92

iLL SUMMARY (GENERAL. ANALYSIS. ADVANTAGES, DISADVANTAGES, COMMENTS)

)

General

i. This bill provides immunity from ¯prosecution,

¯

under the
Uniform Control Substances Act, to all duly authorized peace
officers while providing substance abuse training to law
enforcement or the community or while providing canine drug
detection training in the performance of their official
duties, and to any person working under their immediate
direction, supervision, or instruction.

This bill also allows any sheriff, chief of police, or state
or local drug task force commander to provide controlled
substances in his or her possession and control to any duly
authorized peace officer or civilian drug detection canine
trainer, provided the controlled substances are no longer
needed as criminal evidence and provided the person
receiving the controlled substances possesses a current and
valid Drug Enforcement Administration permit which
specifically authorizes the recipient to possess controlled
substances while providing the above training¯

Analysis

Current law authorizes possession of controlled substances only
while investigating violations of the Uniform Controlled
Substances Act by a peace officer or any person working under
direct supervision. The author’s office indicates there is no
specific authorization in law to possess controlled substances
for the training of law enforcement or the community or while
providing canine drug detection training. The author’s office is

unable to cite any instances where officers have been prosecuted
for such training but was introduced at the request of some
narcotic officers for their protection. POST courses related to
narcotics investigation and detection are currently using
controlled substances in the training process. It is also likely
that many law enforcement agencies using dogs for drug detection
also use controlled substances for training purposes¯

Comment

Recommend support position.

OFFICIAL POSITION
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BILL ANALYSIS

~EORSU~ECT
Drug Asset Forfeiture
Revenue: Deletes POST

SPONSORED BY

Stats of CaJifomia De~ of J,;-ttce
COMMISSION ON PEACE OFFICER STANDARDS AND TRAINING

1601 Alhambra Boulevard
Sacramento, California 95816-7083

AUTHOR
Assemblyman Katz

RELATED BILLS

BILL NUMBER
AB 2311

ENDED

BILL SUMMARY (GENERAL, ANALYSIS, ADVANTAGES, DISADVANTAGES, COMMENTS)

GENERAL

AB 2311 would:

.
Delete existing provisions of law that authorizes POST
to receive revenue from the state portion of drug asset
forfeitures for drug related training and instead
distribute 50% to the State Department of Mental Health
and 50% to the county Office of Education of the county
from which the funds are received to fund grants and
administer the Gang Risk Intervention Pilot Program
(GRIP).

ANALYSIS

In 1988, law was amended to give the POTF 85% of the state’s
portion of drug asset seizure revenue after statutory obligations
were met in providing revenue to the State Department of Mental
Health and the Los Angeles County Office of Education to fund
GRIP programs. The revenue to POTF, anticipated to be $2
million/year, was directed toward drug related training. POST
has never received any revenue from this source because other
legislation each year has diverted the revenue to the General
Fund. The GRIP program was intended to be a one-year pilot
program but has been extended each year by the Legislature. The
existing distribution formula sunsets 1-1-94.

POST experiences every year considerable training costs in the
form of training contracts and reimbursement to cities and
counties for narcotics related training which is estimated to
exceed $I million. With recently experienced revenue shortfall,
AB 2311 provides potential for further erosion in POST’s ability
to meet law enforcement’s training needs.

RECOMMENDATION

"Oppose" position.

OFFICIAL POSITION
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BILL ANALYSIS
, COMMISSION ON PEACE OFFICER STANDARDS AND TRAINING

1601 Alhambra Boulevard
Sacramento, California 95816-7083

~E OR SU~ECT AUTHOR BILL NUMBER
Penalty Assessments: ~ssemblyman Isenberg AB 2409
Establishes Percentage RELATED BILLS
Formulas

Dg!%%S ENOEO

SF°NS°~mblyman Isenberg

for county assessments

and substitutes 70% and 100% of fine
for county and state assessments on criminal

Assemblyman
is not at liberty at this time to identify all

Most will be introduced and considered

and assessments have become too onerous.

is
As evidence of fines and assessments

the author’s office cites the

from 20% to more

It has advised POST to consider looking for
is difficult to contest the view

IOFFICIAL POSITION
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source. It is equally difficult to oppose AB 2409 in its present
form because of the undeterminable small reduction in revenue to
the POTF. But, this bill deserves close observation for other
amendments that may be detrimental to POST.

RECOMMENDATION

Watch and oppose any amendments detrimental to revenue for the
POTF.



BILL ANALYSIS

~EORSU~ECT
Peace officer Training:
Hate Crimes

SPONSORED BY
Assemblyman Klehs

Siam of C~ifomL= ~ Ol Jus~oe
COMMISSION ON PEACE OFRCER STANDARDS ANO TRAININ(

1601 A~lambm Boul~/a~l
Saa’ame.to. Calilom~a g~i16-7083

AUTHOR
Assemblyman Klehs

RE~TED~LLS
SB 1408

BILLNUMSER
AB 3407

DATE~STAMENDED
2-21-92

BILL SUMMARY (GENERAL. ANALYSTS, ADVANTAGES. DISADVANTAGES. COMMENTS)

General

1. This bill would require POST to develop, on or before 12-31-93,
guidelines and a training course of instruction for law
enforcement officers who are employed as peace officers or who
are not yet employed as a peace officer but are enrolled in a
training academy for law enforcement officers, addressing hate
crimes. Hate crime is defined in the proposed legislation. In
addition to requiring maximum use of audio and video communica-
tion and other simulation methods, the bill requires the course
and guidelines to contain: (a) Indicators of hate crimes; (b)
Impact of these crimes on the victim, the victim’s family, and
the community; (c) Knowledge of the laws dealing with hate crimes
and the legal rights of, and the remedies available to, victims
of hate crimes; (d) Law enforcement procedures, reporting, and
documentation; and (e) Techniques and methods to handle incidents
of hate crimes in a noncombative manner.

AB 3407 requires every law enforcement agency in the state to
develop and distribute a brochure on hate crimes to victims of
these crimes and the public. The bill requires these brochures
be made available in multiple languages and be carried by peace
officers. The bill recognizes that this requirement is subject
to the provisions of the State Mandated Local program.

Analysis

Some of what this bill would require in the way of course content for
the Basic Course is already required by POST, e.g., laws related to
hate crimes. The remainder would have to be developed and added.
Although not clear, the bill implies this training should be made
available to inservice officers. It appears this bill would in effect
mandate the training for the Basic Course.

Guidelines presumably are directed to law enforcement agencies and/or
individual officers.

OFFICIAL POSITION
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The brochure on hate crimes is outside the scope of POST legislative
interest, but law enforcement organizations may have some problems
with this aspect.

Recently, there has been increased media attention to hate crimes that
undoubtedly has prompted this bill along with SB 1408.

Comments

The Commission has a legislative policy to oppose or seek modification
of proposed legislation which would impose by law programs which the
Commission is now legally empowered to establish administratively.
Adding the additional Curriculum related to hate crimes to the Basic
Course could have the impact of increasing the course length which has

already, in the judgment of some, reached a point of diminishing
returns in terms of students’ abilities to absorb additional knowledge
and skills in one course. Yet, it would appear the content proposed’

for the training has considerable face validity.

Recommend "neutral" position.

,
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BILL ANALYSIS
COMMISSION ON PEACE OFFICER STANOARI~S AND TI:IAJNING

1601 Alhami0m
Sa=arrenm, Callfer~ 9~!16-70W

,~EORSU~ECT~eaCe urricer 3~auus: inves ~UTHOR 81~NUMBER
tigators of Student Aid Commis- Assembleyman Epple AB 3614

sion and Dept. of Toxic Sub- RELATED BILLS
stances Control

SPONSORED BY

CAUSE - California Assoc. of Union SafetY Emnlovees

peace officer status to investigators of the

Code Section 830.3.

13540-42, the California
in March 1990 and POST provided

feasibility study regarding the
The study concluded that

Nevertheless, it was recognized in the
need rouse arrest and

the

POST recommended the California

limited authority that is described in
on the other hand, seeks to

Even though this bill is

remain neutral on such legislation.

investigators of
no peace officer

Past POST
is to oppose bills that fail to

Department of Toxic
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Memorandum

POST Commissioners

a#-c~L-nN r...i~-I--~.

~t of Justice

Date , March 24, 1992

From :

Subject:

Norman C. Boehm, Executive Director

Commluionan Peace OfflcerStandardsand Training

STATUS OF POST-SUPPORTED LEGISLATION

The following is a status for POST-supported legislation:

Restoration of POST Fundinq

Since Governor wilson agreed in December to support corrective
legislation restoring POST funding, staff has worked closely with
staff of OCJP in drafting language acceptable to the Governor’s
office and the Department of Finance. Numerous legislative
proposals have been developed, considered, and rejected by the
Department of Finance and Governor’s office. In early March,
word was received that the Governor’s office would not support
any legislative solutions to POST’s funding shortfall, at least
for this year. The attachment identifies the sequence of events
that have led up to the Governor’s Office refusing to support
corrective legislation.

On March 10~ 1992, Chairman Lowenberg met with the heads or
representatives of CPOA, CPCA, CSSA, PORAC and the POST Advisory
Committee. The group wanted information on POST funding issues
because of the high priority their associations have given the
matter. The associationsions agreed among themselves to support
both a long- and short-term corrective legislation. Efforts to
amend existing bills and find willing authors subsequently

failed. Therefore, no corrective legislation is possible this
year.

The Governor’s Office has requested of the Legislature a
$3.1 million augmentation of the 1992-93 proposed budget of POST
from drug asset forfeiture revenue coming to the state. The
request permits these dollars to be directed to general
reimbursement rather than narcotics training. It is uncertain
whether the Legislature will approve of this request as there are
competing proposals for these dollars.

The associations also agreed to communicate with the Legislative
Joint Budget committee and the Governor in support of POST’s
budget.
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Historica~ ~vents Leadinq to Present Problems With POST Revenue
Shortfall

August 1991 -

October 31

Dec. 1991

January 1992

Jan-Feb.

Feb. 21

Feb. 28

March 2

March 3

March 16

Revenue short fall appears

Commission acts to Suspend salary effective
11-1-91 for mandated training

Governor at a meeting with law enforcement
leaders commits to support/sponsor corrective
legislation

OCJP assigned to draft corrective legislation

OCJP indicated Gov. would not support short
term legislative solution, only long term

Several long term legislative bills developed
and rejected by Governor’s office and Dept.
of Finance

Last day for bills to be introduced in
Legislature

Governor’s Office rules out long term
legislation, But would consider short term
corrective legislation

Governor’s Office rules out support for any
corrective legislation this year

Governor supported SB 1118 to transfer $3
million from General Fund to OCJP passes
Assembly Public Safety Committee

Governor instructs Dept. of Finance to
request $3.1 augmentation of POST 1992-93
budget from drug asset forfeiture revenue



Law Enforcement Aaenc 7 Accreditation
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On Behalf of CPOA, Senator Robert Presley has agreed to amend his
SB 1126 (formerly dealing with giving peace officer status to
private university police) to include POST’s proposed language to
create a Law Enforcement Agency Accreditation Program within
POST. (See Attachment for SB 1126.)

Revenue from Civil Awards/Settlements

CPOA was requested to sponsor this legislation that would call
for POST to receive a small percentage of the civil
awards/settlements against cities/counties/officers for actions
of peace officers. CPOA was unable to find a willing author for
three reasons: 1) expected opposition by attorneys’ groups, 2)
p~eoccupation of legislators with reapportionment and budget, and
3) reduced capability of legislators to carry bills because of
reductions in staff brouqht about by Proposition 140. It is
uncertain whether this proposal would have a better chance for
success next legislative year.
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Status of Legislation of Interest to POST
(1992)

KEY
P = Pending
F = Failed Psesege/or 2 yr. big
S = Suspense Rio
Revised 3/10/92

ACR 93
(Woodruff)

AB 401
(Epple)

AB 591
(Moore)

SB 1053
(Robb~ne)

SB 1126
(Preeley)

SB 1261
(Davis)

SB 1335
Crorras)
Sn 1408
For~s)
SB 1645
(Calderon)

AB 2280
(Elder)

AB 23O8
(connella)

Bill NOJ Commission
Author Subject Position

HR 22 POST Cerffffoatse - Resolution requests Opposed
(Brown) Commission not to revoke certificates for

misdemeanor convictions

State MandatedTraining: Resoluffon reques- NotConsldered
ring Communl~j Coifeges to offer sufficient
courses

AB 352 Funding Local F~bllc Safety Dispatcher Support
(Nolnn) Training - authorizes a percentage of the

911 Emergency Telephone Account for
POST to train dispatchers

Establishes Californ[a Commission on Law Opposed :
Enforcement Poifc[ee, Procedures, and Training

Peace Officer Excess Force Reporting Act Neutral

Emergency Medical Services Dispatchers Neutral
Training and Certiflcaffon

Law Enforcement Agency Accreditation: Support
Authorizes POST to establish this program

Peace OffMer DisquaOffcatlon- Convicffon of l~eut raJ
offlclal obsmJction of luatice or cdrnlnal inter,
femnce with a peace officer

SB 1203 Commission Conl~osition: Adds two rank and Neutral
(Ayab) fife members to the Commission appointed by

Governor

Peace Offlcsr Tralnlng: Cultural Awareness NOt Considered

A8 24O9
(Isenberg)

HR 2537
(Moran)

AB 3407
(Klehe)

AB 3014
(Eppte)

Peace Officer Training: Hate Crimes and Not Considered
Cultural Differences (Spot Dill)

Penalty Assessments: Adds $12.50 assessmentNot Considered
on Vehicle Code viokltions

Hazardous Materials Enforcement: Requlrse Neutral
POST to develop/provlde optional training

Controlled Substances: Grants Immunity from Not Considered
prosecution for substance abuse or canine
trainers

Penalty Assessments: Trial Court Funding Not Considered
(Spot Sill)

Federal Legislation - Accreditation el Law Opposed
Enforcement Agencies

Hate Cdme Tmlnlng: Requires POST to develop Not Considered

Peace Offlcer Status: Sludent Ald Commlselon Not Consldered
Investigators

/.
7/17

2/2O

1/29

2J4;

2/10

3J8

6/8

5/16

1/13

1/29

2/6
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1/9

1/26
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ATTAC~-E~T-J

Dill

ACR 67

AB 183

SB 189

AB 198

AB 761

SB 998

SB i014

SB 1118

AB 1180

Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training

Summary of Informational Bills of Interest to POST

Author

Tucker

Description

Ferguson

Urges Mayor of Los Angeles and others to
adopt and implement the recommendations of
the Christopher Commission

Prohibits law enforcement officers from
using pain compliance techniques upon a
passive nonviolent protestor

Dills Appropriates $21,236,000 from the Driver
Training Penalty Assessment Fund to the State
Dept. of Edu. to reimburse school districts
for driver training

Dills

Horcher

Appropriates $13,000,000 from the Driver
Training Penalty Assessment Fund to the State
Dept. of Edu. to reimburse school districts
for driver training

Authorizes counties to levee an additional 50
cents for every $i0 or fraction thereof on
criminal fines for the county’s DNA
identification system

Rosenthal Requires the establishment of a civilian
board for each law enforcement agency
to monitor implementation of procedures to
investigate citizen’s complaints against
police

Calderon Would authorize the interception of
electronic communications for additionaldrug
offenses

Presley Transfers $3,000,000 from the General Fund to
the Victim-Witness Fund for the 1991-92
fiscal year

Murray Authorizes the Director of Consumer Affairs
to establish rules for the qualifications of
private investigators and their employees to
carry firearms and rules for the Director to
issue concealed weapons permits

1



AB 1301

¯ AB 1364

SB 1366

AB 1394

Klehs

Cortese

Leslie

Speier

(Spot Bill) Requires POST to develop a course
of training addressing prejudice-based
incidents. This bill has been incorporated
into AB 3407

Broadens authority of Fish and Game Director
to designate any department employee as peace
officer instead of designated members of the
Wildlife Protection Branch

Authorizes a Nevada correctional officer or
Nevada Division of Forestry crew supervisory
authority when performing conservation-
related projects or fire suppression duties
within California to retake any inmate
escaping

Requires state agencies issuing any license,
certificate, permit, registration, etc. to
routinely provide names to State Department
of Social Services for checks into failure to
support family

SB 1566

AB 1761

AB 1871

SB 1949

AB 2067

Hill

Knowles

Burton

Greene

Floyd

Proposes to establish the Correctional Peace
Officers’ Standards and Training Commission
for CYA and CDC correctional peace officers

Requires the Attorney General to operate a
telephone hotline to be available for use by
school students 24 hours per day, 7 days per
week to report drug activity

Increases the size of Board of Corrections
from ii to 17, to include the Director of the
Parole and Community Services Division of
CDC, 4 public members, a director of a local
substance abuse treatment program, a director
of county substance abuse program from a
county over 700,000 population

Repeals existing law that allows a peace
officer to bring a civil action against an
individual who has filed a false complaint
with law enforcement about misconduct,
criminal conduct or incompetence

Would make substantial changes to the Public
Safety officers Procedural Bill of Rights Act

2



AB 2288

AB 2291

AB 2337

AB 2611

AB 3603

AB 3807

Isenberg

Boland

Conroy

Burton

Umberg

Hughes

Would establish the Commission on California
Fiscal Affairs who would select the
Legislative Analyst

Authorizes county parole officer to exercise
the powers of arrest of peace officer but not
designated as a peace officer

Requires a peace officer who arrests a person
for an act of domestic violence to notify the
designated judge regarding the arrest if
there is not a valid protective order in
effect and require the judge to decide as to
whether to issue emergency protective order

Makes technical changes to the Public Safety
officers Procedural Bill of Rights Act

Would move parole officers of CYA and CDC
from PC 830.5 to 830.2 thus giving them
authority any place in the state without
express restrictions provided their primary
duty is conditions of parole or probationer

(Spot Bill) Repeats Penal Code Section 830.11
which grants ertain peace officer powers

3



Memorandum

: Legislative Review Committee

ATTACHMENT E

Department of Justice

Feb. 21, 1992Dote :

From :

Subied:

Norman C. Boehm, Executive Director

Commission on Peace OfflcerStandards and Training

STATUS OF COURT LITIGATION

The following is an update on the status of court litigation that
is of interest to the Commission:

Santa Clara County v. Deputy Sheriffs’ Association

The Committee will recall that direction was given at the January
23 Commission meeting to request the Attorney General’s office on
behalf of POST to file an amicus brief with the California
Supreme Court in the matter of Santa Clara County v. Deputy
Sheriffs’ Association. The Attorney General’s office has filed a
brief. This action was the result of an Appellate Court decision
upholding a Santa Clara County Superior Court decision giving the
County of Santa Clara the right to confer limited peace officer
status to correction officers assigned to the jail operated by
the County Department of Corrections.

Soroka, et al. v. Dayton-Hudson Corporation: Tarqet Stores

The california Supreme Court on January 31, 1992, granted the
petition for review in Soroka V. Dayton-Hudson, which concerns
the impact of the constitutional and statutory privacy protection
upon psychological testing of applicants by employers and which
may have impact upon peace officer psychological testing pursuant
to Government Code Section 1031. The committee will recall that
POST requested the Attorney General’s office to file a request
with the Court urging the Court to grant the petition for review.
The effect of the Court’s decision to grant the petition for
review is that it makes the previous Appellate Court decision
null and void and instead indicates the Supreme Court will issue
its own decision. See Attachment A.



DANIEL E. LUNGREN
Attorney General

January6, 1992

CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT
303 2nd Street, South Tower, 8th Fir.
San Francisco, CA 94107

State of California
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

n

1515 K S’I’REET, surrE 511
P.O. BOX 9442.~

SACRAMENTO, C.A 94.~4-2.q~
(m6) 445.9555

(916) 324-5468

¢...
~ :

SOROKA, et al. v. DAYTON HUDSON CORPORATION, dba TARGET STORES
California Supreme Court Case No. A052157

Dear Clerk:

Pursuant to California Rules of Court, Rule 14(b), the Attorney General urges
this Court either to grant the petition for review or file in this matter, or in the
alternative to decertify the opinion of the Court of Appeal herein. Review is
appropriate because although the Court of Appeal opinion focusses upon the impact of
constitutional and statutory restrictions upon inquiries by private employers of job
applicants, it also creates an ambiguity regarding the impact of those constitutional and
statutory provisions upon psychological testing required of peace officers by
Government Code section 1031(f).

In its decision the Court of Appeal held, apparently as a matter of law, that a
private employer’s requirement that job applicants submit to psychological tests used to
determine emotional stability and which contain questions regarding religious beliefs
and sexual orientation violates the applicants’ constitutional right of privacy and
statutory protections against impermiss~le inquiries. The Court of Appeal noted that
the psychological tests at issue have been used to screen out emotionally unfit
applicants for public safety positions such as police officers and correctional officers.
Indeed, Government Code section 1031(0 requires that peace officers shall be found
free from any emotional or mental condition which might adversely affect the exercise
of the powers of a peace officer, and that emotional and mental condition shall be
evaluated by licensed physician and surgeon or by a licensed psychologist. The court
also noted, in a footnote, that it viewed the duties and responsibilities of these public
safety personnel to be substantially different from those of store security officers, the
job position at issue. However, by holding that private employers may not use
psychological tests which have been used to screen out emotionally unfit applicants for
public safety peace officer positions, the Court of Appeal decision creates an ambiguity



CALIFORNIA SUPREME COURT
January 6, 1992
Page 2

regarding the continued permissible use of such psychological testing to screen peace
officers, notwithstanding its perceived distinction between the duties of security officers
and peace officers. This Court should review the appellate decision to eliminate that
ambiguity.

For the foregoing reasons, the Attorney General urges this Court to grant the
petition for review in this matter or in the alternative to decertify the opinion of the
Court of Appeal herein.

Sincerely,

DANIEL E. LUNGREN
Attorney General

VINCENT J. SCALLY, JR.
Deputy Attorney General

VJS:tf
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COMMISSION ON PEACE OFFICER STANDARDS AND TRAINING
1601 ALHAMBRA BOULEVARD
SACRAMENTO, CAUFORN~A 95816-7083

PETE WILSON, Governor
DANIEL E. LUNGREN. Attorney General

Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training
Advisory Committee Meeting

April 8, 1992 - I0 a.m.
Red Lion Hotel, Ballroom #4

San Diego, CA 92108
(619) 297-5466

A#
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C.

D.

mo

F.

G.

H.

I.

J.

K.

AGENDA

Call to Order

o Roll Call

Chair

Approval of Minutes of January 22, 1992 Meeting Chair

Review of Commission Meeting Agenda Staff

Report on Meeting Between Commissioners and
Police Labor Leaders

Report on Use of Force

Report on Basic Course Revision Project

Report on Cultural Awareness Training

Advisory Committee Member Reports

Old and New Business

Commission Liaison Committee Remarks

Adjournment Chair

Chair

Staff

Staff

Staff

Members

Members

Commissioners



STATE OF CALIFORNIA pETE WILSON. Governor
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE DANIEL E. LUNGREN, Attorney General

COMMISsIoN ON PEACE OFFICER STANDARDS AND TRAINING

1601 ALHAMBRA BOULEVARD
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95816-7083

POST Advisory Committee Meeting
January 22, 1992 - i0 a.m.
Bahia Hotel - Del Mar Room
998 West Mission Bay Drive

San Diego, California

MINUTES

CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order at I0:00 a.m. by Chairman
Don Forkus.

ROLL CALL OF ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBERR

Present:

Absent:

Charles Brobeck, California Police Chiefs’ Association
Don Brown, Calif. Organization of Police and Sheriffs
Cois Byrd, California State Sheriffs’ Association
Jay Clark, California Association of Police Training

officers
Joe Flannagan, Peace Officers’ Research Assoc. of

California
Donald Forkus, California Peace Officers’ Association
Jack Healy, California Highway Patrol
Derald Hunt, California Association of Administration

of Justice Educators
Ernest Leach, California Community Colleges
Joe McKeown, Calif. Academy Directors’ Assoc.
Carolyn Owens, Public Member
Cecil Riley, California Specialized Law Enforcement
John Beddow, Representing Public Member Judith Valles

Dolores Kan, Women Peace Officers’ Assoc. Of calif.
Judith Valles, Public Member

Commission Advisory Liaison Committee Member present:

Commissioner Edward Maghakian

POST staff present:

Norman C. Boehm, Executive Director
John Berner, Bureau Chief, Standards & Evaluation
Glen Fine, Deputy Executive Director
Ken O’Brien, Bureau Chief, Training Programs Services
Hal Snow, Assistant Executive Director
Ken Whitman, Senior Consultant
Imogene Kauffman, Executive Secretary



INTRODUCTIONS

Newly appointed Advisory Committee Members Jack Healy, California
Highway Patrol, and Dr. Ernest Leach, California Community
Colleges, were introduced and welcomed.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

The minutes of the October 30, 1991 meeting were approved as
distributed.

REVIEW OF COMMISSION MEETING AGENDA

Staff reviewed the January 23, 1992 Commission meeting agenda and
responded to questions and discussion on the issues.

Following discussion on Agenda Item E, "Recommendation to Approve
Additions, Deletions, and Changes to the Regular Basic Course
Performance Objectives", there was consensus that everyone who
had been involved in this major undertaking be complimented,
i.e., the members of the Basic Course consortium, Basic Course
Academy Directors and POST staff.

Agenda Item G, "Recommendation to Initiate Contracts for Tactical
Communications Training", was discussed and action taken.

MOTION - Brown, second - Byrd, carried unanimously that it
be strongly recommended to the Commission that this program
be supported and that all sworn members in a department
attend the Verbal Judo program presented by Dr. George
Thompson.

There was a request that in one year there be a follow-up report
to the Advisory Committee on the success of this program. It was
also requested that the academy directors be allowed to attend
the Verbal Judo training.

As part of the Commission agenda review, Agenda Item F, "Progress
Report and Demonstration - Law Enforcement Driver Training
Interactive Courseware" was presented. It was reported that
General Physics (the contractor), POST staff, and subject matter
experts have completed the majority of tasks necessary to fully
develop the courseware. Final programming, graphics generation,
and the study booklet/reference manual are nearing completion.
Final testing of the courseware is scheduled to be completed
during the week of February 3, 1992. The courseware is scheduled
to be delivered to the Commission during March 1992.

MINIMUM EDUCATION STANDARDS FOR EMPLOYMENT

A proposal presented by Joe Flannagan , PORAC, at the previous
Advisory Committee meeting, discussed the minimum education
standards for employment and the fact that candidates cannot pass

.



the basic English skills and comprehensive exams at the 12th
grade level¯ In response to the proposal that POST develop a
pre-screening plan that would mandate the current high school or
GED, it was stated that POST regulations require that all
California peace officers"be able to read and write at levels
necessary to perform the job of peace officer as determined by
the use of the POST Entry-Level Law Enforcement Test Battery" or
other job-related tests of reading and writing ability. In the
staff analysis responding to the memo, the following concepts
were discussed:

1. Counseling and Referral: Persons who fail to demonstrate
minimally acceptable skill levels should be referred to
remedial education courses.

2 , Certificates of Achievement: The certificate can be taken
to prospective employers. This approach proved popular at a
recent one-year pilot.

3 ¯ "Bonus Points" and Affirmative Action: Awarding "bonus
points" for successfully completing remedial instruction
represents a practice over which POST would have no
jurisdiction. Staff is constantly suggesting to users of
the POST test battery that scores on the test be combined
with other selection information for purposes of ranking
candidates on an employment list (rather than scoring the
test pass/fail and ranking candidates on other information).
By doing so, greater use is made of the predictive power of
the test.

The issue of establishing a program for those candidates who do
not have a 12th grade reading level was discussed with the PORAC
Board of Directors and training officers in the Los Angeles
County area. The biggest concern was - are the standards high
enough? POST feels they are for right now. If an agency desires
to adopt higher reading and writing standards than POST’s
minimums, that is within the agency’s purview.

REVIEW OF C~LIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES COMMISSION ON INNOVATION

Dr. Leach reported on the Commission on Innovation which
the Board of Governors and the Chancellor of the California
Community Colleges has established. The Commission will develop
specific recommendations that will assure cost-effectiveness as
well as access, retention, completion, and transfer for the
diverse students expected to enroll in the coming decades. The
work of the group will be developed into a state action plan as
well as a book that will provide guidance for community colleges
in other states facing a changing student demography. The Board
of Governors asked the Commission and its task forces, made up
primarily Of community college professionals and national
experts, to develop specific recommendations and strategies in
three areas:

.



l.

2.
3.

Educational Instruction and Delivery Techniques
Facilities Planning and Accommodation of Enrollment
Management and Organizational Efficiency.

A second phase of the project will concentrate on implementation.

The Commission has had its first meeting and there will be
another one next month. The advisory groups will be reporting
back to the Commission during the next 18 months.

Dr. Leach was asked to keep the Advisory Committee apprised of
the progress of the Commission on Innovation.

STATUS OF BASIC COURSE REVIEW PROJECT

Staff reported on the two separate, but integrated, projects in
the Training Programs Services Bureau. A special consultant,
Rick Baratta, has been hired to work specifically on the Basic
Course Review to update it with any constructive and content
changes that may be justified, such as integration with the Field
Training Program. He is doing a great deal of research with
recent graduates of our basic academies. Based on that
information, he has prepared a report on how to give some in-
house direction as to how we are going to change or adjust the
current basic course and perhaps pursue a more active and dynamic
Field Training Program as well.

STATUS OF SYMPOSIUM ON TRAINING ISSUES

A Management Fellow has been hired to review the recommendations
that emerged from the Symposium on Training Issues. The first
action taken was to develop a goal statement, and develop the
objectives on what will be accomplished in the next nine months.
The i00 recommendations were reviewed and categorized to various
groups. Studies on use of force were reviewed. A predominant
theme was in the area of training and the field training program
and supervision. A number of contacts have been made throughout
the U.S. who will be good resources, including Dr. Staub who
spoke at the Symposium. He is very much interested in
"Bystandership" and has agreed to consult with the group.

A committee is being formed which will have its first meeting in
February to examine existing courses that deal with the use of
force and supervisory techniques. Video presentations are one
alternative being examined to improve more consistentcy in
content and result.

ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEMBER REPORTS

Calif. Organization of Chiefs and Sheriffs - Don Brown reported
that C.O.P.S. will be holding their annual endorsement conference
at the Holiday Inn, Capitol Plaza, Sacramento April 13-16. The
emphasis will be on watching for proposed laws to impact the PERS
money.

.



California Community Colleges - Dr. Ernest Leach reported on
projects that will help improve the use of technology in
community colleges. One was to acquire the inter/active video
disc equipment that involves $50,000 allocated from vocational
funds at four institutions. It will be recommended to the Board
of Governors that three additional projects, out of vocational
money, be approved:

Io The expansion of the interactive video which will be
about $90,000;

2 . A pilot program for an advanced techninology classroom
which will be about $70,000; and

3 . Establish a correctional science curriculum for about
$30,000, together with federal funds, the local college
and resources from POST. These are subject to approval
of the Board of Governors and the availability of
federal money.

Calif. Assoc. of Administration of Justice Educators - Derald
Hunt announced that CAAJE’s annual conference is scheduled for
May 1-2, in Sacramento. The program will focus on computer-
assisted instruction. The new Scholarship Fund drive is going
well and it is hoped there will be enough funds to start granting
scholarships this fall.

Survey forms for the Public Safety Curricuium study have been
distributed. The dual purpose of this study is to establish a
consensus on how public safety education should be provided and
to establish clearer articulation guidelines.

Calif. Assoc. of Police Training Officers - Jay Clark reported
that CAPTO continues to monitor the issues of distant learning as
promoted in the ACR 58 report. Many of those who are responsible
for training are also double slotted in positions dealing with
background investigations and other employment screening phases~
The finalized POST Medical Screening Manual for California Law
Enforcement will be of vital importance. The current efforts to
bring that document to the final form for distribution is
supported. With Training Needs Assessments still being completed
throughout the state and the severe financial impact being felt
throughout the state, the availability of distant learning will
help fill training needs.

Calif. Highway Patrol - Jack Healy reported on what was being
done by the CHP in response to S.B. 198 which deals with
accidents and illness in the work place. A retired annuitant was
brought in to review all the state and federal laws dealing with
accidents and injuries to try to ensure compliance with the law.
The final charge was to report the "how to do it" safety plans.
Commanders at all levels were directed were directed to develop
their safety plans. It was found that the CHP was in about 3/4
compliance with the regulations that exist. Information was

.



received from CALOSHA. CALOSHA has several brochures which tell
what the plan entails and what the legal requirements of the plan
are. These brochures are available from CALOSHA.

Calif. Assoc. of Academy Directors - Joe McKeown stated that
CADA has been heavily involved in attempting to come up with some
solutions for the funding problems that POST faces, i.e.,
agencies and the community colleges. In an attempt to come up
with a plan, a number of CADA members met recently in San Jose.
It was agreed that it is going to take a long time so it is still
being studied.

Calif. Police Chiefs Assoc. - Charles Brobeck reported that the
CPCA annual conference will be held the first week in February
and will focus on partnerships with one’s spouse. He also
conveyed that CPCA is overwhelmingly in support of the verbal
judo concept.

Calif Peace Officers’ Assoc. - Don Forkus reported that CPOA had
very successfully concluded their satellite program of
Legislative Update training which will hopefully be continued.

Adjournment

There being no further business to come before the Committee, the
meeting was adjourned at 1315 hours.

Imogen~Kauffman
Executive Secretary

,



State of California Deparlment of Justice

Memorandum

: POST Commissioners Dan : March 20, 1992

From :

5ubject:

Ronald E. Lowenberg, Chairman

Commiuionon Peace OfficerS~ndards and Training

sTATus REPORT ON ACCREDITATION

The Standards Development Committee, created to begin drafting
standards for the law enforcement agency accreditation program,
met in January and February. \

The committee includes Ted Mertens (chair) and Jerry Galvin,
representing CACP, Bill Heafey and Don McDonald (CSSA),
Bob Bandurraga and Armand Mulder (CPOA-middle management), and
Ron Lompart and Skip Murphy (vice-chair) representing PORAC.

The committee is charged with the definition of the content and
format of accreditation standards, and the preliminary drafting
of specific standards.

The committee met in January, in San Diego, and in February, in
Sacramento. The third meeting is scheduled for May 7-8, 1992 in
Los Angeles.

The committee has initially decided standards are appropriate for
the broad areas of Organization, Operations, Support Services,
and Administration. Standards for Detention/Corrections will
refer only to compliance with existing, pertinent California law
and standards. The committee believes standards are not
appropriate for court services, civil and coroner functions.

The committee estimates that between 200 and 300 standards will
be required initially; a significant reduction from the more than
900 standards that are included in the nationwide program
operated by the Commission on Accreditation of Law Enforcement
Agencies (CALEA).

At the February committee meeting, individual members were
assigned responsibility for the first draft of standards in
selected areas. The draft standards and the drafting process
will be reviewed and discussed in detail at the May meeting.
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The committee plans to meet several more times in 1992, working
independently on the standards between meetings. A preliminary
review of the draft standards by the Accreditation Advisory
Committee is tentatively planned for early 1993.



POLICE DEPARTMENT

CITY AND CFIUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
HA~L OF JUSTICE

BSO 19RYANT STREET

~AN FRANCISEO. ~ALIFORNIA 94103

WILLIS A. CASEY

CHtE~ or POLICE

Norm Boehm
Commission on Peace Officer
Standards and Training
1601 Alhambra Blvd.
Sacramento, CA 95816-7083 03/11/92

Dear Mr. Boehm:

The purpose of this letter is to convey my serious concern
regarding the continuation of suspension of reimbursements for
costs incurred by agencies that provide state mandated law
enforcement training courses.

Due to their relatively large number of new and tenured members,
large law enforcement agencies must provide such in house
training in order to remain in compliance with state law and
with standards set forth by the POST Commission.

Historically, the ability to provide
made possible by the creation of the
Fund (POTF), which equally allocated
and districts for training expenses.

such training has been
Peace Officers’ Training
aid to cities, counties

While the action taken on November Ist to suspend such
reimbursement in order to make up for an immediate revenue
shortfall to the POTF is understandable, the continuation of
that suspension causes severe hardships on large agencies that
must continue to provide mandated training.

I can assure you that my training priorities are to continue
to provide basic and advanced training in order that members
of my department develop high levels of competence.

As the POST Commission will soon be deciding on budgeting
priorities for the next fiscal year, I ask your assistance in
restoring an adequate and equitable method of funding mandated
training as soon as possible.

I remain available to assist in any way possible.

Sincerely yours,

Case~ /
Chief of Polic4j

cc: POST Commissioners



STATE OF CALIFORNIA PETE WILSON, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

COMMISSION ON PEACE OFFICER STANDARDS AND TRAINING
I1 ALHAMBRA BOULEVARD
:RAMENTO, CA 95815-7083
qERAL INFORMATION

(916)739-5328
EXECUTIVE OFFICE
(916) 739-3864
BUREAUS
Admimstrative Services
(916) 739-5354
Center for Leadership
Development
(916) 739 2093
Compliance and Certificates
(916) 739 5377
Information Services
(916) 739 5340
Management Counseling
(916) 739-3868
Standards and Evaluation
(916) 739-3872
Training Delivery Services
(916) 739 5394
Training Program Services
(916) 739-5372
Course Control
(916) 739-5399
Professional Certificates
(916) 739-5391
Reimbursements
(916) 739 5367
Resource Ltbrary
(916) 739-5353

March 24, 1992

DANIEL E. LUNGREN, Attorney General

®

Willis A. Casey, Chief of Police
Police Department, City and County of

San Francisco
Hall of Justice
850 Bryant Street
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Chief Casey:

Thank you for your March ii letter regarding suspension
of salary reimbursement for costs of state mandated law
enforcement training courses. The Commission reluct-
antly took that action effective November i, 1991
because of a projected 43% shortfall in revenue. The
Commission retained full reimbursement for travel, per
diem, and tuitions on all courses.

As noted in POST Bulletin #91-16, the Commission stated
that salary reimbursement might be resumed if revenues
and training volumes permitted. Revenues have since
picked up to a projected 33% shortfall and training
volumes are down. This will enable the Commission at
its April meeting to consider a small percentage of
salary reimbursement retroactive to November i, 1991
for this fiscal year.

It appears likely that revenue will not be fully
restored this year. However, the Governor’s proposed
budget for 1992-93 fiscal year projects total revenue
at approximately $43 million which should allow a
restoration of salary reimbursement for state-mandated
courses in the year beginning July i, 1992.

The key to the long term health of the POST programs as
we know it lies with the Legislature. Recent
legislative changes put the General Fund into the same
State Penalty Fund from which POST revenues are drawn.
Law enforcement and other organizations may wish to
communicate with their state legislators and with
Senators Alfred Alquist and Frank Hill, and
Assemblypersons John Vasconcellos and Cathie Wright
(members of the Joint Budget Committee) to support
POST’s 1992/93 budget and to reject the Legislative
Analyst’s "option" to abolish POST and transfer its
revenue to the General Fund.



We appreciate your input on this important issue.
Please call me at (916) 739-3864 if you have further
questions on this matter.

Sincerely,

NORMAN C. BOEHM
Executive Director
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Saint Francis Memorial Hospital
900 Hyde Street
San Fmncisco, CA 94109
41S 923 4721 FAX 415 923 4798

January 30, 1992

Daniel E. Lungren
Attorney General
State of California
Department of Justice
1515 K Street, Suite 511
Sacramento, CA 94244-2550

Center #or Sports Medicine

~##I#T YRAN~$ #lf£MOR#~Z HOSP#7"AI

Dear Attorney General Lungren:

I recently had the opportunity to serve as a consultant with the
Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training during the revision
of the Medical Screening Manual for California Law Enforcement. The
meeting was organized and conducted by Shelley Weiss Spilberg, Ph.D.
(Personnel Selection Consultant).

I’m writing you to offer the highest possible accolades to Dr. Spilberg and
the Commission. The meeting was superbly organized, the consultants
prepared, the agenda closely followed, and a consensus expediently
achieved. I was not only impressed (dazzled) by Dr. Spilberg’s knowledge
and insights into this process, but was equally impressed by the information
provided (at her request) by Robert Goldberg, M.D. of the Occupational
Health & Safety Division of the City of Los Angeles. Steve Weyers, M.D. of
the California State Personnel Board had an obviously comprehensive
grasp of the issues and also contributed significantly to our deliberations.

/ /

I have had opportunities in the past to deal with similar organizations and
charges and, without exception, these have been onerous experiences.
Dealing with Dr. Spilberg and her panel was not only a pleasant and
educational experience but also, when the meeting was over, left all of us
with a feeling of significant accomplishment.

I have little opportunity to deal with State agencies, but wanted to write you
and tell you that, if the Commission on Peace Officer Standards and
Training is indicative of the manner in which the Attorney General’s office
is run, I would be delighted to deal with any of your people in the future. It
is an almost exhilirating experience to see tax dollars working to accomplish
something infinitely more expeditiously than I have seen in the private ,
secto~ or anywhere else.

Sincerely, ;i/"

J~esG. Oarrick, M.D.
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Daniel E. Lungren
At~omey General

March 2, 1992

Dr. James G. Garrick
Center for Sports Medicine
Saint Francis Memorial Hospital
900 Hyde Street
San Francisco, CA 94109

Dear Dr. Garrick:

Thank you for your recent letter of commendation in regard
to the services provided by Shelley Weiss Spilberg, Ph.D. and the
Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training (P.O.S.T.).

According to your correspondence, Dr. Weiss organized and

conducted the Commission on Peace Officer Standards and
Training’s meeting on the revision of the Medical Screening
Manual for California Law Enforcement in a professional and
exemplary manner. Your positive comments and perspective about
the services rendered at the meeting are appreciated.

As an Ex-Officib Member of the Commission, I am pleased to
learn that your interaction and consultation experience with the
Commission was rewarding. I was especially pleased to read your
comparison of P.O.S.T. services to the efficiency usually
attributed to the private sector; that was truly refreshing!

I believe that it is very important that the Chairman and
Executive Director of P.O.S.T, Mr. Norm Boehm, be made aware of
your accolades and praise for the services provided by the
Commission. Therefore, I am taking the liberty of forwarding
copies of your correspondence and this letter to Mr. Boehm for
his information.

Again, thank you for your feedback and praise of the
services provided by the Commission on Peace Officer Standards
and Training.

cc: Norm Boehm ~//

Sincere ly ,~

~r~y en~9~a i

/ /

1515 K Street ̄  Suite 600 , Sacramento, California 95814
(916) 324-5437



March 2, 1992

Norm E. Boehm
Executive Director
Commission on Post
1601 Alhambra Boulevard
Sacramento CA 95816

RE: KEN WHITMAN’S CAMPUS VISIT ON FEBRUARY 26, 1992
FOR OVERVIEW OF THE POST INTERACTIVE MULTIMEDIA
PC832 COURSEWARE FOR IMPLEMENTATION FALL-1992

Ken’s presentation of the Law Enforcement IVD Training
Courseware to our review committee was excellent. It has
resulted in plans to implement the PC832 Interactive IVD
Training Program during the FALL-1992 Semester in a parallel
teaching/test mode. Plans have been made to install ten (i0)
IVD teaching stations.

Thank you for Post’s assistance in helping our school to try to
effectuate changing the presentation of PC832 from a lecture-based
teaching delivery to a Computer-Based-Training environment.

To effectively train staff at a 80-85% mastery level, while at
the same time to spread the teacher’s span-of-control by 50-100%,
has been accomplished in this past year on our campus. For us to
be able to attempt this training technique on the PC832 course for
students is an exciting challenge. We thank you for this

~
portunity.

//Jeannette McCahon,
" Computer Consultant for

Training and Instruction



DEDICATED TO EXCELLENCE IN LAW ENFORCEMENT ~, ,: . -~ .... , i.~ .
THROUGH EDUCATION AND TRAINING. ’

March 16, 1992

Mr. Norm Boehm, Executive Director
California Commission on Peace Officer

Standards and Training
1601 Alhambra Boulevard
Sacramento, CA 95816-7083

Dear Norm:

May I take this opportunity to express my appreciation to you and
your staff for meeting with members of the California Academy
Directors Association (C.A.D.A.), in Newport Beach to discuss
matters of mutual concern. Discussion continued at our statewide
C.A.D.A. meeting in San Diego and concluded with a request from our
members that I convey our concerns with this letter.

At our meeting in Newport Beach, C.A.D.A. members shared with you
our belief that while research and development programs are
important to the future of law enforcement, and should be
continued, during times of fiscal exigency our top priority must be
state mandated training and the financial support needed to insure
delivery. The suspension of reimbursement from the Peace Officer
Training Fund for costs incurred for providing state mandated
training has placed agency presenters in a precarious position.
Agency presenters provide training for approximately half of the
peace officers of this State and have relied upon the Peace Officer
Training Fund to support this effort. Without this support an
unfair burden is placed upon agency presenters to continue to
provide mandated training without equitable shara cf th~ r~venues
intended to defray costs for providing such training.

The critical issue is that since State law mandates certain
training, law enforcement agencies who are unable to provide or
obtain that training for their employees, regardless of reason, are
in violation of the law and hence negligent per se. This liability
issue is of great importance to us and making certain types of
training mandatory by State law but not paying for the cost of its
delivery is a position we feel is untenable.

We have attempted and will continue to try and work within the
system and be creative in the methods we use to accommodate
training needs while waiting for the budget situation to become
rectified. Unfortunately, our efforts are not solving the problem
and we apparently face even greater fiscal cutbacks.



agency presenters have attempted to secure support from
community colleges, but due to caps on growth and other fiscal
restrictions, community colleges are often unable to accommodate
agency presenters, particularly in the way of mandatory in-service
training.

Norm, we respectfully request your assistance to address our
concerns with members of the Finance Committee on March 23rd and
with P.O.S.T. commissioners at their slated meeting on April 9,
1992. We are confident that our concerns are also your concerns

based upon your comments at the Newport Beach meeting.

In closing, together we believe that the impact of this fiscal
problem can be resolved, but it will not happen without a concerted
cooperative effort. You summed it up during our recent telephone
conversation, "these are difficult times, ’~ and I totally agree.
Our mutual responsibility is to meet the challenge and provide a
solution. Your ongoing concern and effort regarding this matter is
appreciated.

Sincerely,

Robert Kristic, Chairman
California Academy Directors Association
Director, Redwoods Regional Law Enforcement Training Center
College of the Redwoods

cc: P.O.S.T. commissionersv //
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